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 Board Meeting 
Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency

Date: January 28, 2019 
Time: 4:00 p.m. 

Location: Valley of the Moon Water District, Board Room 
 19039 Bay Street, Sonoma, CA 95476 
www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org 

Agenda 
1. Call to Order and Roll Call

2. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction of
the Board

3. Consent Calendar
a. Approve Minutes of October 22, 2018
b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report and $10,000 budget adjustment for annual financial

audit.
c. Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions
d. Adopt and present a resolution commending Tito Sasaki

4. Directors/Subcommittee Report

5. Advisory Committee Report

6. Information Items
a. Sonoma Valley Storm Water Capture/Groundwater Recharge Projects and Storm Water

Resources Plan:  Overview of the recently completed study conducted by Sonoma Water
and partners and challenges of program implementation

b. 2019:  Review meeting dates and draft discussion topics for the upcoming calendar year

7. Action Items
a. Board Chair and Vice-Chair Elections. Selection of a Board Chair and Vice-Chair per the

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Joint Powers Agreement
b. Rate and Fee Study Final Report:  Consider accepting the final report from Raftelis Financial

Consultants
c. Agency Reserve Policy:  Provide feedback to staff on options for Agency financial reserves
d. Draft Fiscal Year 2019-2020 Budget: Provide feedback to staff on draft budget

http://www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org/
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8. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report 

 
9. Adjournment 

 
 

Member Agency Directors Alternates 
City of Sonoma  David Cook  Madolyn Agrimonti  
County of Sonoma  Susan Gorin  James Gore  
North Bay Water District  Mike Sangiacomo  Carolyn Wasem  
Sonoma County Water Agency  David Rabbitt  James Gore  
Sonoma Resource Conservation District  Vickie Mulas  Bruce Abelli-Amen  
Valley of the Moon Water District  Ron Prushko Steve Rogers  

 
 
Special Accommodations: If you have a disability which requires an accommodation, an alternative format, or 
requires another person to assist you while attending this meeting, please contact Ann DuBay, (707) 524-8378, as 
soon as possible to ensure arrangements for accommodation.  

Public Comment: Any member of the audience desiring to address the Board on a matter on the agenda: please 
complete a Speaker Card and hand it to the Clerk of the Board at the beginning of the meeting or prior to the time 
the Board Chair closes public comment on the item about which you wish to speak. When called by the Chair, please 
walk to the podium, state your name and make your comments. The public may comment on closed session items 
prior to the Board adjourning to closed session. In order that all interested parties have an opportunity to speak, 
please be brief and limit your comments to the subject under discussion. Each person is usually granted 3 minutes to 
speak; time limitations are at the discretion of the Chair. While members of the public are welcome to address the 
Board, under the Brown Act Board members may not deliberate or take action on items not on the agenda, and 
generally may only listen. 

Meeting Documents: The associated documentation is available at the offices of the local agencies listed above and 
on the website at: http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/ 

Any changes to the date of the hearing, or any other updates will be noticed on the above website. For more 
information, please contact Ann DuBay, Ann.DuBay@SCWA.ca.gov.  
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Board Meeting 
Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

Regular Meeting Minutes - DRAFT 
Date: October 22, 2018  

Time: 4:00 pm 
Location: Valley of the Moon Water District, Board Room 

Address: 19039 Bay Street, Sonoma, CA 95476 
http://www.sonomacountygroundwater.org/sv  

 

 

    
Member Agency Directors Alternates 
City of Sonoma David Cook Gary Edwards 
County of Sonoma Susan Gorin James Gore 
North Bay Water District Mike Sangiacomo Carolyn Wasem 
Sonoma County Water Agency David Rabbit James Gore 
Sonoma Resource Conservation District Vicki Mulas Bruce Abelli-Amen 
Valley of the Moon Water District Mark Heneveld Bruce Adams 

 

Agenda 
1. Call to Order, Roll Call  

Director Susan Gorin, Chairwoman, called the meeting to order at 4:01 pm, and noted that a 
quorum of the board was present, consisting of the following Directors: Susan Gorin, Mark 
Heneveld, Vicki Mulas and David Rabbitt. Director David Cook was absent. 
 

2. Public Employee Performance Evaluation (GC § 54957) Title: Legal Counsel 
The closed session started at 4.04 p.m. and the regular meeting then reconvened at 4:33 p.m. 
 

3. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction 
of the board. 
Mike Martini, Sonoma Alliance for Vineyards & Environment, noted that farmers, primarily in 
Santa Rosa Plain, are doing recharge and monitoring wells. They want to use dollars to create 
solutions, not bureaucracy. They want to be part of the solution. 
The Board agreed they would like to include this topic at their next meeting and discuss what 
this proposal would mean to Sonoma Valley. 
 

4. Consent Calendar 
a. Approve Minutes of August 27, 2018 
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b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report 
c. Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions 
No public comment. 
Director Mulas moved to approve the consent calendar as presented, Director Heneveld 
seconded. Motion passed unanimously. 
 

5. Director/Subcommittee Reports 
Director Rabbitt spoke to the SCFC Water Committee about water overall, and inter-
connectedness. There are a lot of items in flux: Potter Valley Project, the Russian River Biological 
Opinion, recycled water, SGMA. Resiliency is as important now as water quality/quantity was in 
1970s.  People need to get something for their fee: resiliency. It’s about building reliable, 
sustainable water for the next generation. 
 

6. Advisory Committee Report 
Ann DuBay mentioned the Permit Sonoma staff presentation and said staff will be meeting with 
Permit Sonoma and bringing a conceptual proposal back to the Advisory Committee for 
discussion. If the Advisory Committee recommends it, the proposal will be brought to the Board 
for discussion. 
No public comment. 

 
7. Information Item  

a. Basin Boundary Modification Update 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, gave a report on the Basin Boundary Modification (BBM) to align 
the basin line with the county line in the Napa-Sonoma area. 

• Question – Napa Valley chose a different way of complying with SGMA, so how is the 
BBM relevant? 
o Napa has two basins: Upper basin (doing an alternative plan). The lower basin has 

been reprioritized, and this is why the county line issue has become important. 
• Question - Do the Napa-Sonoma lowlands have the same saline water issues and 

declining GW levels? 
o It’s a little tricky, it’s not clear whether they have enough data. 

• Question - Are the boundary-straddling parcel issues resolved? 
o No. 

The Board requested a future update on the Napa-Sonoma Lowlands. 

b. Groundwater Sustainability Plan Update 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, gave an update on the Groundwater Sustainability Plan.  
Sonoma Water is in the finishing stages of developing the final agreement with DWR (awaiting 
signature). Costs going back to June 2017 will be reimbursable. Marcus reviewed the work plan 
and annotated outline and noted there will be a public workshop in the March/April timeframe. 

• Question – is there a timeline for the plan? 
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o Working through the plan in pieces. Will be working with the Advisory Committee 
section by section. Draft sections are available on the Advisory Committee meeting 
website. 

• Question - Will the GSP elements be broken out in more manageable chunks? 
o Yes, staff can provide information as detailed as the Board wants.  

 
8. Action Items 

a. Contract with Sonoma County Water Agency (Sonoma Water); Consider authorization to 
enter into a contract with Sonoma Water through June 30, 2022 to provide technical, 
outreach, and grant administration services to the GSA. 

• Question - What is reimbursable? 
o About 85 percent of the technical, outreach and facilitation work is reimbursable. 

The grant administration is not reimbursable. 
No public comment. 
Director Mulas moved to approve a Service Agreement with Sonoma County Water Agency for 
Technical Services, Outreach and Communication, and Grant Writing and Administration, for a 
not-to-exceed amount of $1,074,588, from November 1, 2018 through June 30, 2022.  Director 
Sangiacomo seconded. Director Rabbitt abstained. The motion passed 4-0-2 (Director Cook 
absent). 

b. Contract with Parker Groundwater: Consider amendment to contract with Parker 
Groundwater through October 31, 2019, to provide facilitation services. 
No public comment. 
Director Rabbitt moved to amend the contract with Parker Groundwater to facilitate Advisory 
Committee meetings for an amount not to exceed $32,000, Director Mulas seconded. Motion 
passed unanimously 5-0-1 (Director Cook absent) 
 
c. Contract with Kronick, Moskowitz, Tiedeman and Girard, LLC: Pending outcome of closed 

session item, consider amending contract for legal services through June 30, 2019. 
No public comment. 
Director Rabbitt moved to amend the existing contract by adding $25,000, and extending it 
through June 30, 2019, Director Mulas seconded. Motion passed unanimously 5-0-1 (Director 
Cook absent). 
 
d. Contract with Sonoma Ecology Center: Consider authorization to enter into a contract 

with the Sonoma Ecology Center to provide seepage (stream flow) monitoring services to 
the GSA through November 15, 2019. 

Public Comments 
Steve Lee, Sonoma Ecology Center, introduced himself. 

• Question - What are the important points to monitor? 
o Streams are the low places in the basin where the groundwater comes to the 

surface. Where streams dry out, gives indication of where groundwater is drying 
out. The monitoring will help identify locations where there are problems. 

• Question - Where are the sites? 
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o All over the watershed. Example:  Starting in Kenwood Plain (alluvial, water sinking 
into basin; Morton Warm Springs area (water squeezed out because of bedrock – 
gaining stream) 

• Question - Do you monitor below Highway 121? 
o No, because of interactions with estuarine system. 

 
Jim Bundschu, Advisory Committee, mentioned that he had been given a map at the Advisory 
Committee meeting of six proposed monitoring wells along Sonoma Creek, but there are other 
areas that need to be monitored too (El Verano). Need to be sure that resources are spent in 
other areas as well. 

• Question - How fluid will monitoring locations be now and into the future? 
o Seepage runs measure the gain/loss between two areas. It started in 2003-2004, 

is valley-wide, and is very valuable. Have been working with DWR on technical 
assistance program to put in shallow wells near Sonoma Creek so we can look at 
river stage and shallow wells to see if gaining/losing. Can also take temperature 
of wells and streams and gage interaction. Focusing on Sonoma Creek, because 
it always has water in it. 

• Question - How will this information be incorporated into the GSP? 
o Groundwater-surface water interaction is a required element in the plan. This 

will help us determine what this looks like. 
• Question - Will monitoring wells be put in areas where there isn’t always streamflow? 

o Seepage monitoring is valley-wide. Monitoring wells (funded by DWR); about 50 
feet, targeting shallow aquifer. May ask them to fund deeper monitoring wells 
(up to 700 feet to close data gaps). As part of the plan, they will be doing a data 
gaps assessment to strategically look at areas where they don’t have good data. 

Director Rabbitt moved to authorize the Administrator to execute an agreement with SEC for 
seepage monitoring for a not-to-exceed amount of $30,000, through November 15, 2019, 
Director Heneveld seconded. Motion passed unanimously 5-0-1 (Director Cook absent). 
 

9. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Reports 
Scott Morris, General Counsel, provided an update on the Scott River case, which involved a 
public trust doctrine. 

• Question - When new tributaries are created from floods and run-off, will these be 
considered new non-navigable waters?  

o It’s case by case, because lots of different rules regarding navigable waters. 
States navigable waters are broader than federal navigable waters. It will likely 
be larger creeks that dry up when groundwater pumping, versus, creeks that are 
influenced by primarily rainfall. 

• Question - What’s ELF? 
o Environmental Law Foundation 

Bottom line:  GSP should explicitly consider public trust. 
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Jay Jasperse presented the Plan Manager update. He said that GSA staff is coordinating with 
Permit Sonoma on the Scott River case, as it could impact well permitting (ministerial permits) 
countywide. 
Ann DuBay mentioned the Administrator Report is in the packet. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 5:56 p.m.  

 
 

6



Agenda Item: 3B and 3C 
Meeting Date: January 28, 2019 

 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Consent Calendar Item 

 
 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Financial and In-kind Report for Year-to-Date, and proposed budget adjustment to 

reflect annual audit costs
 

 
Summary:  
1. Proposed adjustment of the 2018-19 budget to include $10,000 for an annual audit, 

which appears to have been inadvertently left out when the final budget was adopted 
in June 2018. 

2. As of January 8, 2019, the Agency received $286,986 in income (member agency 
contributions, including in-kind services, and investment interest) and had $76,655 in 
expenses. 

 
 
Background 

1. In June 2018, the Board approved the final Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget. It appears that 
while staff discussed the inclusion of $10,000 for an annual audit for the Agency (and 
prepared five year budgets with this proposed amount), funding for the annual audit was not 
included in the final budget. A contract with auditor Pisenti & Brinker LLC was approved in 
August 2018 for $4,500. The office of the Sonoma County Auditor-Controller Treasurer-Tax 
Collector (ACTTC) serves as the Agency’s bank, and is assisting the audit by providing 
documentation and transactions. Some expenses will be accrued as a result of the ACTTC 
audit assistance. 

2. This financial report covers July 1, 2018-January 8, 2019. The Agency’s total budget for FY 
18/19 is for revenues of $470,000, and expenditures of $476,150. 

Income:  Member agency cash contributions totaled $235,180 (a little over 50% of the annual 
budget), interest earned was $690 and unrealized gains total $887. In-kind contributions 
from Sonoma Water for technical, outreach, grant management and administrative services 
from Sonoma Water totaled $50,230. Total income (including in-kind) was $286,986. 

Expenses:  Invoiced expenses (including in-kind) for services and supplies were $76,655.  
 

Recommended Action 
1. Adjust the FY 218-2019 Budget to include $10,000 for annual audit contract and associated 

charges from the ACTTC. 
2. Accept the financial report and member agency contribution report. 
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Fiscal Information 
The proposed $10,000 budget amendment can be covered with current reserves but will likely be 
offset by underspending in other areas (including administration, printing and supplies). Member 
agency contributions will not be affected. 
 
Vote Requirement 
Two-thirds vote required for budget adjustment. 

 
List of Attachments 
 
1. Agency Financial Report, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2018-19 
2. Member agency contributions, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2018-19 

 
  Contact 

Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378 ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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Account Account Description

 FY 2018/19 
Budget 

 FY 2018/19 
Year-to-Date 
(as of 1/8/19) 

% of 
Budget

42601 County of Sonoma 117,233.00$    78,156.00$     67%
42610 Other Governmental Agencies (SCWA)* 117,233.00$    50,229.94$     43%
42612 City of Sonoma 97,767.00$      65,178.00$     67%
42627 Special Districts (VOMWD & NBWD & RCD) 137,767.00$    91,846.00$     67%
42000   Total Intergovernmental Revenues 470,000.00$    285,409.94$   61%
44002 Interest on Pooled Cash -$                  689.57$          
44050 Unrealized Gains and Losses 886.62$          
44000   Total Revenue - Use of Money & Prop -$                  1,576.20$       

Grand Total Revenues 470,000.00$    286,986.14$   61%

51041 Insurance - Liability 1,900.00$         968.55$          51%
51201 Administration Services* 80,000.00$      11,333.38$     14%
51207 Client Accounting Services (audit) $0 1,044.81$       
51211 Legal Services 45,000.00$      8,882.65$       20%
51226 Consulting Services (tech*, monitoring, facilitation, fee) 339,000.00$    53,076.02$     16%
51803 Other Contract Services -$                  200.00$          
51421 Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land 1,200.00$         400.00$          33%
51601 Training/Conference Expenses 2,750.00$         -$                 0%

        Subtotal Services 467,100.00$    75,905.41$     16%
52091 Memberships/Certifications $800 750.00$          94%
52111 Office Supplies 1,000.00$         -$                 0%
52101 Other Supplies 500.00$            -$                 0%
52117 Mail and Postage Supplies 1,000.00$         -$                 0%
52118 Printing and Binding Supplies 3,000.00$         -$                 0%

            Subtotal Supplies 6,300.00$        -$                 0%
51000   Total Services and Supplies 476,150.00$    76,655.41$     16%

Grand Total Expenditures 476,150.00$    76,655.41$     16%
* Contribution through In-Kind Services

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Financial Report - Budget to Actual as of 1/8/19
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Member Agency
FY 2018-19 
Budgeted

Received 
(1/9/18)

Percent of 
total

County of Sonoma 117,233.00$      78,156.00$   67%
Sonoma County Water Agency* 117,233.00$      50,229.94$   43%
City of Sonoma 97,767.00$        65,178.00$   67%
Valley of the Moon Water District 97,767.00$        65,178.00$   67%
North Bay Water District 20,000.00$        13,334.00$     67%
Sonoma Resource Conservation District 20,000.00$        13,334.00$     67%
Total 470,000.00$         285,409.94$      61%

* SCWA contributions provided as in-kind services

Member Agency Contributions Received (as of 1/8/19)
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Resolution No. SV-19-001 
RESOLUTION NO. 19-001 OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SONOMA 

VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY 

 

In Recognition of Tito Sasaki’s Service to the 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
 

Whereas, Tito Sasaki has farmed in the Sonoma Valley for more than 30 years, and has 
been an active and committed spokesperson on behalf of the agricultural community; 
and 

Whereas, Tito’s understanding of and commitment to Sonoma County agriculture 
resulted in his 2013 election as President of the Sonoma County Farm Bureau, where he 
was an active and avid proponent of the community’s diverse farms and ranches 
including chairing the Farm Bureau’s Water Committee through 2018; and  

Whereas, in 2006, Tito was appointed to serve on the Sonoma Valley Basin Advisory 
Panel to represent agricultural interests in the development of a voluntary, non-
regulatory Groundwater Management Plan; and 

Whereas, for more than 10 years, Tito’s comments, insights and perspectives provided 
the Basin Advisory Panel with key information regarding farmers’ use of and 
dependence on groundwater and led to agriculture’s support of the Groundwater 
Management Plan; and 

Whereas, Tito’s knowledge of water issues combined with his wit and creative ideas as 
he negotiated on behalf of the North Bay Water District  were integral to the formation 
of both the Sonoma Valley and Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agencies; 
and  

Whereas, through his role as a liaison of the North Bay Water District, Tito has served as 
an invaluable watchdog of the local implementation of SGMA; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the Sonoma Valley 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency recognizes Tito Sasaki for his decades of service and 
for his dedication, innovation and caring commitment to the community’s water 
resources. 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this day, January 28, 2019, by the following vote: 

 

DIRECTORS: 

 

Cook: ____ Gorin: ____ Mulas: ____ Prushko: ____ Rabbit: ____ Sangiacomo: ____ 

 

Ayes: ______ Noes: ______ Absent: ______ Abstain: ______ 

 

 

By: __________________________________ 

Chair 

 

I certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly passed and adopted at a 
regular meeting of the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency held on the 
28th day of January, 2019, of which meeting all Directors were notified and at which 
meeting a quorum was present at all times and acting.  

 

By: __________________________________ 

Board Clerk 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
 
 

TO:   Board of Directors 
FROM:  Fred Allebach, Chair – Advisory Committee 
SUBJECT:  Advisory Committee Report 
 

 
Summary: Update on recent activities and decisions made by the Advisory Committee (AC). 
 
 

Background 

Summary of GSA Advisory Committee activities (two AC meetings; November and January) 

• The AC continues to be updated by staff on GSA technical work, on state legislative and 
policy updates, and on the rate/fee study progress in Santa Rosa Plain.  

• Sue Smith, the Sonoma Resource Conservation District appointee, resigned from the AC, 
due to new constraints on her time. The RCD is seeking someone to fill the seat. 

• In January, the Advisory Committee heard a presentation on recycled water provided by 
the Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District. 
 

Items reviewed and Action/Decisions 

• In November, John Mack, Permit Sonoma, spoke during public comments to provide a 
short update in follow-up to Permit Sonoma’s October presentation to the Advisory 
Committee. Mack noted that Permit Sonoma staff is meeting to discuss the AC’s request 
for information on new permit applications and potential for requiring hydro-geologic 
studies for new proposed wells in areas exhibiting groundwater depletion. 

• In November, Sonoma Water staff provided an overview of Section 3 of the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan, including table of contents and a proposed series of 
figures. Specifically, staff and the Advisory Committee discussed where gaining/losing 
streams are described, and basin geologic fundamentals. Advisory Committee members 
were asked to provide feedback to staff on the figures. 

• At its January meeting, in addition to the recycled water presentation, the Advisory 
Committee discussed Raftelis’ Rate/Fee Final Report and Santa Rosa Plain GSA fee 
activities. 

• Sonoma Water staff covered the new figures that will be provided in the Plan Area 
Section and the Basin Setting Sections. The next two subsections of the Groundwater  
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Sustainability Plan will be available for review and comments at the February meeting. 
Marcus handed the new set of figures to the AC. 

• The Advisory Committee asked staff to make recommendations at its February meeting 
regarding a process for working with Permit Sonoma regarding potentially higher 
scrutiny of wells proposed for depleted zones. 

• The Advisory Committee reviewed a list of proposed topics and meeting dates for 
calendar year 2019, and is providing feedback to facilitator. 
 

Advisory Committee meeting packets 

To view AC meeting agendas and packets, please visit www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org. 

Staff Recommendation 

Receive report.  

List of Attachments 

None. 

Contact  

Ann DuBay, Administrator, (707) 524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Information Item 

 
 
TO:   Board of Directors 
FROM:  Susan Haydon and Kent Gylfe, Sonoma Water 
SUBJECT:  Overview of the Sonoma Valley Storm Water Resources Plan and Storm Water 
  Capture/Groundwater Recharge Projects 

 

Summary:  

This item will provide information on the recently completed Southern Sonoma County Storm Water 
Resources Plan (SWRP) covering the Sonoma Valley and past studies on capturing storm water to help 
recharge groundwater. 
 

 
Background:  Southern Sonoma County Storm Water Resource Plan & Storm Water Management and 
Groundwater Recharge Initiative 

Sonoma County’s weather is characterized by rainy periods (generally October through March), 
followed by long, dry months. This Mediterranean climate makes Sonoma County a great place to 
live, farm and enjoy the outdoors – but can create flooding and water supply challenges. Large, heavy 
winter storms often inundate creeks and streams, flooding local communities. Periodic droughts can 
stress groundwater and surface water resources. 

Capturing storm water when it’s available can both lessen flood impacts and recharge groundwater 
supplies. For nearly a decade, Sonoma Water and partners have been working on initiatives to better 
capture storm water to provide multiple community benefits, including groundwater recharge. 

This informational item highlights two of these initiatives: 

1. The recently finalized Southern Sonoma County Storm Water Resources Plan; and 
2. The Sonoma Valley Storm Water Management and Groundwater Recharge Initiative 

Southern Sonoma County Resource Plan 

Purpose of the Plan:  Pursuant to Senate Bill 985, a collaborative, stakeholder driven and watershed 
based planning process was initiated -- the Southern Sonoma County Resource Plan -- to identify and 
prioritize multi-benefit projects that capture and treat storm water. Projects identified in the 
Resource Plan, which covers both Sonoma Creek and Petaluma River watersheds, are eligible for 
state Proposition 1 implementation funding through the State Water Resources Board’s Storm Water 
Grant Program. 
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Sonoma Water (the lead agency) was the recipient of Proposition 1 planning grant funds from the 
Storm Water Grant Program to develop the Resource Plan. As part of the State’s approval process, 
the Resource Plan has been incorporated in the Bay Area Integrated Regional Water Management 
Plan, making the projects eligible for consideration for state funding. 

Projects Identified: In the Resource Plan, 62 multiple benefit projects have been identified by a 
variety of agencies, organizations and stakeholder groups. One-half of the projects identified are in 
the Sonoma Creek watershed. These multiple benefit storm water projects must be identified in a 
collaborative and science-based plan in order to be eligible for state funding. Benefits must be 
quantified based on shared data and agreed upon metrics. Projects are defined as both programmatic 
and “in-the-ground” projects. Attachment 1 shows identified projects. 

The Resource Plan identified and prioritized storm water and dry weather runoff capture projects for 
implementation. Resource Projects were evaluated using agreed upon criteria and a metrics-based 
quantitative analysis of multiple benefits types including: water supply, water quality, flood 
management, environmental, and other community benefits (recreation, educational, etc.). The Plan 
is statutorily and categorically exempt from complying with the California Environmental Quality Act.  

The Resource Plan uses measurable factors to identify, quantify, and prioritize storm water and dry 
weather runoff capture projects. Resource Projects will be prioritized through a collaborative process 
with stakeholders using decision support tools provided by the State Water Resources Control Board. 

Collaboration and Partnerships: Preparing the Resource Plan for Southern Sonoma watersheds 
required a collaborative effort among diverse interests. Sonoma Water convened a Technical 
Advisory Committee of 13 stakeholders and collaborating entities for the Resource Plan. Participating 
entities include: Sonoma Water, State Water Resources Control Board, San Francisco Bay Area 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Sonoma County Agricultural and Open Space District, Sonoma 
County Regional Parks, Permit Sonoma, City of Petaluma, City of Sonoma, Valley of the Moon Water 
District, Sonoma Resource Conservation District, Sonoma Ecology Center, Daily Acts, Sonoma Land 
Trust, North Bay Agricultural Alliance, and Friends of the Petaluma River. 

The Technical Advisory Committee was charged with approving the process and reviewing the draft 
Plan and products, quantification methodology, analyzing data, advising on the Resource Plan, 
community outreach and facilitating public input, and suggesting projects for Resource Plan inclusion, 
and prioritizing projects for implementation. 

In addition to multiple Technical Advisory Committee meetings a public meeting was held during the 
planning process. Public input was solicited on the identification of projects and the Draft Resource 
Plans. 

The Resource Plan is one of 28 plans funded under the Proposition 1 Storm Water Planning Grant 
Program. From this funding, Sonoma Water (the lead agency) was granted $484,627 by the State for 
the development of the Resource Plan.  

Field Investigations:  As part of the planning grant, Sonoma Water contracted with Environmental 
Science Associates & Todd Groundwater to perform limited field investigations to determine 
subsurface conditions associated with a few of the proposed project sites in both watersheds and to 
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assist in the development of the Resource Plan. 

Storm Water Management and Groundwater Recharge Initiative 

In 2010, in three of its flood zones, Sonoma Water identified opportunities to alleviate flooding, while 
possibly recharging groundwater aquifers or providing other benefits. The “Storm Water 
Management-Groundwater Recharge Initiative” began with scoping studies to study existing 
conditions and identify multiple benefit concepts for storm water management for the purposes of 
addressing water supply and flood management concerns.  These scoping studies were performed 
and serve as a foundation to beginning feasibility studies for potential projects in Laguna-Mark West 
watershed, the Sonoma Valley watershed and the Upper Petaluma River watershed.   

Initiative goals:  The goal of the initial scoping studies (one in each watershed) was to establish 
project objectives, identify potential project concepts, and determine, at a preliminary level, the 
technical and practical feasibility of projects that would reduce flooding while providing additional 
community benefits. These benefits included groundwater recharge, water quality improvements, 
water supply improvements, improved ecosystem functions, preservation of agricultural land use, 
preservation or enhancement of open spaces, system sustainability or benefits like recreation, public 
access or education. 

To accomplish this goal, consultants in each watershed collected and assessed technical data and 
information, and met with active stakeholders (including the Sonoma Valley Basin Advisory Panel and 
Technical Advisory Committee) to discuss project objectives and goals and to solicit ideas on potential 
projects. 

Findings:  In Sonoma Valley, the areas identified as having the greatest potential for effective capture 
of storm water and groundwater recharge were upper Sonoma Creek (Kenwood vicinity), upper 
Nathanson Creek and the city of Sonoma, and portions of the valley floor in and around the El Verano 
to Agua Caliente communities. Several tools were identified as potentially effective methods of 
capturing storm water and recharging groundwater, including detention/recharge basins (both on 
and off streams), high-flow diversion/recharge projects, flood plain attenuation, above-ground or 
underground storage/recharge tanks, infiltration/detention gallery and low-impact development. 

On-the-ground challenges:  In follow-up to the studies, Sonoma Water applied for and received a 
Proposition 1E grant to develop a multi-benefit storm water detention project on Fryer Creek, in the 
City of Sonoma. The project, which was a partnership with the Sonoma County Agricultural 
Preservation and Open Space District, the Sonoma Ecology Center and the City, would have created a 
detention basin in an existing grazed pasture (with an open space easement) and reduced 
downstream flooding. 

Neighborhood opposition and limited recharge capability at the detention basin site resulted in the 
project focus moving to upper Nathanson Creek on another public site, county owned vacant field 
near Veterans Memorial building, with a detention occurring via an underground gallery.  This project 
also met with public opposition over potential loss of future above ground uses.  This project would 
have reduced flooding downtown, however the project was dropped due to public opposition and 
moved to Petaluma River watershed where a worthy flood reduction project was funded and is now 
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being implemented.     

Lessons learned: 

• Additional education/community collaboration is needed. Projects throughout California have 
been stymied by public opposition. Concerns include possible increased public access, a 
change to a familiar landscape, a misunderstanding of what detention basins are and what 
they look like, the creation of habitat that could encourage mosquito-breeding, and disruption 
during construction.  Re-use or redevelopment of sites for multiple uses are often met with 
scrutiny and lack of acceptance based on changes in community needs and outdated land use 
policies or plans.    

• Recharge is challenging in Sonoma Valley. The area’s complex geology requires potentially 
costly drilling and technical work to determine the feasibility of a project. The complex 
geology may also limit the benefits of passive recharge projects (inundating fields and 
detention basins). 

Type of vote required 

None. 

Fiscal Information 

Information for possible future grants. 
 
Staff Recommendation 

No action recommended at this time.  
 
List of Attachments 

None. 

Contact  

Susan Haydon, Sonoma Water, (707) 547-1937, susan.haydon@scwa.ca.gov 

Kent Gylfe, Sonoma water, (707) 547-1977, kent.gylfe@scwa.ca.gov 
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5. Quantitative Methodologies And Identification and Prioritization of Projects

Southern Sonoma County 5-8 ESA / D170210.01 
Stormwater Resources Plan October 2018 

Draft Final 

Note: Number within each pie slice indicates the total number of projects for each management action type 

Figure 15 Southern Sonoma SWRP Projects by Management Action Type 

TABLE 22 
SOUTHERN SONOMA SWRP PROJECTS 

Project 
   ID Watershed Project Name  

Management 
 Project Source

Main 

   

Action Type

1 Petaluma Petaluma River Corona Reach Linear Overflow 
Channel City of Petaluma  Basin

2 Petaluma Washington Creek Enhancement City of Petaluma 
Channel 
modification or 
creation 

     3 Petaluma Kelly Creek Enhancements City of Petaluma Basin
4 Petaluma Willow Brook Flood Detention Basin City of Petaluma Basin 

   
Sonoma Resource 

 5 Petaluma Adobe Creek Floodplain Management and 
Sediment Study Conservation District  

  

Study

6 Petaluma Lichau Creek Rainwater Catchment and Wildlife 
Pond 

Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District Capture for use 

7 Petaluma  
Sonoma Resource 

  King Creek Wetland Development and Riparian 
Enhancement Conservation District Basin

8 Sonoma Multi-Benefit Conservation Plan Implementation for 
Enhanced Water Quality and Quantity 

Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District 

Land management 
alteration 

9 Petaluma 
Benefit Flood 

 

Resource 
 

Landscape 
 

Petaluma River Watershed Multi-
Alleviation, Groundwater Recharge, and Habitat 
Restoration Project

Sonoma 
Conservation District alteration

10 Sonoma Circle Bar Ranch Groundwater Recharge 

Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District 
and ESA with Sue 
Smith 

Basin 

1
5

13
Swales/Filter
strips

Capture for us

116

Channel

6 modification or
creation
Land
management
alteration

4 8 Landscape
alteration2 2 2

Basin

e
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TABLE 22 (CONTINUED) 
SOUTHERN SONOMA SWRP PROJECTS 

Project 
ID Watershed Project Name Project Source 

Main 
Management 
Action Type 

11 Petaluma Increasing Groundwater Recharge on Rangelands Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District Programmatic 

12 Petaluma Installing Vegetative Filter Strips to Clean and 
Infiltrate Water on Ranchlands 

Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District Programmatic 

13 Petaluma Keyline Ploughing to Increase Groundwater 
Infiltration on Ranches 

Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District Programmatic 

14 Sonoma Tolay Lake Restoration Sonoma County 
Regional Parks 

Channel 
modification or 
creation 

15 Petaluma Lower Petaluma River Valley Conservation 
Strategy Sonoma Land Trust Study 

16 Both/Either 
Erosion Control, Habitat Restoration, and 
Stormwater / Trash Capture along Roads in 
Sonoma County 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Programmatic 

17 Sonoma Stormwater Capture & Groundwater Recharge in 
Upper Nathanson Creek 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Study 

18 Sonoma Stormwater Improvements to Roads and Trails in 
Sonoma Valley State Parks 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Programmatic 

19 Sonoma Middle & Lower Nathanson Creek Flood 
Management and Habitat Restoration 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Programmatic 

20 Both/Either QWEL Rainwater Harvesting Training Module 
Sonoma-Marin 
Saving Water 
Partnership 

Programmatic 

21 Sonoma Sugarloaf State Park Erosion Reduction, Habitat 
Restoration, and Bridge Repair 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Infrastructure 

22 Sonoma Stormwater Management & Habitat Enhancement 
at Maxwell Park  

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Programmatic 

23 Sonoma Creek Restoration and Spillway Replacement or 
Dam Modification at Larson Park 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Study 

24 Sonoma Restoration of Natural Hydrology and Salmonid 
Habitat at Alder Park 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Revegetation 

25 Sonoma Stormwater Management at Sonoma Valley 
Regional Park 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Swales/Filter strips 

26 Sonoma Erosion Control and Riparian Restoration at Van 
Hoosear Wildflower Preserve 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center 

Channel 
modification or 
creation 

27 Sonoma Stormwater Management and Water Conservation 
along Rodgers Creek 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center 

Land management 
alteration 

28 Sonoma Carriger Creek Stormwater Capture and 
Groundwater Recharge 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Basin 

29 Sonoma Stormwater Management at Sonoma Valley School 
Campuses 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Programmatic 

30 Sonoma Sonoma Creek Watershed Stream Restoration: 
Sonoma Developmental Center Reach 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Revegetation 

31 Petaluma Willow Brook Creek Groundwater Recharge Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District 

Channel 
modification or 
creation 

32 Petaluma Sonoma Mountain Rainwater Storage and 
Forbearance of Groundwater Extraction 

Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District Capture for use 

33 Sonoma Kenwood Marsh Restoration Sonoma Ecology 
Center Basin 

34 Petaluma 
Upper Petaluma River Watershed Multi-Benefit 
Flood Alleviation, Groundwater Recharge, and 
Habitat Restoration Project 

Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District 

Landscape 
alteration 

35 Sonoma Lower Watershed Flood Plain Restoration in 
Freshwater Streams 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Programmatic 

Agenda Item: 6A Attachment 
Meeting Date: January 28, 2019
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TABLE 22 (CONTINUED) 
SOUTHERN SONOMA SWRP PROJECTS 

Project 
ID Watershed Project Name Project Source 

Main 
Management 
Action Type 

36 Sonoma Upper Sonoma Creek Flood Management and 
Habitat Restoration 

Sonoma Ecology 
Center Programmatic 

37 Sonoma Lower Sonoma Creek Rainwater Catchment and 
Stormwater Infiltration Project 

Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District Capture for use 

38 Petaluma Sonoma Mountain Institute Rainwater Catchment 
Project 

Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District Capture for use 

39 Sonoma Olsen Park Detention and Trash Capture City of Sonoma Basin 

40 Sonoma First Street West Green Street and Flood 
Reduction Project City of Sonoma Infrastructure 

41 Sonoma Broadway and Leveroni Road Flood Reduction and 
Trash Capture Project City of Sonoma Infrastructure 

42 Petaluma Lichau Creek Flood Mitigation and Detention Basin City of Petaluma Programmatic 
43 Petaluma City of Petaluma trash capture device pilot project City of Petaluma Infrastructure 

44 Petaluma Cougar Mountain Creek Riparian Restoration Sonoma Land Trust 
Channel 
modification or 
creation 

45 Petaluma Lakeville Creek Riparian Restoration Sonoma Land Trust 
Channel 
modification or 
creation 

46 Petaluma Frog Creek Riparian Restoration Sonoma Land Trust 
Channel 
modification or 
creation 

47 Sonoma Land Acquisition from willing seller in Lower 
Sonoma Creek Sonoma Land Trust Programmatic 

48 Petaluma 
Stormwater-Friendly Landscape Transformations 
at Petaluma Schools, Churches, Community 
Centers and other Public Sites 

City of Petaluma & 
Daily Acts Programmatic 

49 Petaluma Santa Rosa Junior College Rain Gardens SRJC & Daily Acts Capture for use 

50 Sonoma Rodgers Creeks Stormwater Detention Sonoma County 
Water Agency Basin 

52 Sonoma Stormwater Detention on Multiuse Areas in 
Nathanson Creek 

Sonoma County 
Water Agency Programmatic 

53 Sonoma El Verano Area Stormwater Detention Sonoma County 
Water Agency Basin 

55 Petaluma Equine Water Stewardship 
Equine 
Environmental 
Management 

Programmatic 

56 Petaluma Upper Lichau Creek Stormwater Detention Sonoma County 
Water Agency Basin 

57 Petaluma Watershed Classroom - Pollution Monitoring & 
Education in the Petaluma Watershed 

Friends of the 
Petaluma River Education 

58 Sonoma Carriger Creek Stormwater Detention Sonoma County 
Water Agency Basin 

59 Petaluma Storm Water Capture & Re-Use at Steamer 
Landing Park 

Friends of the 
Petaluma River Capture for use 

60 Sonoma Sonoma Creek Stormwater Capture Project North Bay 
Agriculture Alliance Basin 

61 Petaluma Adopt A Creek Project Friends of the 
Petaluma River Study 

62 Petaluma Petaluma River Dredging and Beneficial Re-use of 
dredge material City of Petaluma 

Channel 
modification or 
creation 
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Agenda Item: 6B 
Meeting Date: January 28, 2019 

 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Information Item 

 
 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Draft 2019 Meeting Schedule and Topics

 

 
Summary: Review proposed meeting calendar and topics for 2019 
 
 
Background 
The Board adopts its schedule on a fiscal year basis. In June 2018, the Board approved meeting 
dates through July 2019. However, since many Board members wear multiple hats and serve on 
many other boards and committees, it would be prudent to reserve all potential Board meeting 
dates for 2019. 
 
As the sections of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan will become more policy-focused in 2019, 
it is important that the Board receives the information it needs for decision making in terms of 
materials, topics and field trips. 
 
Attachment 1 provides a table of proposed meeting dates and topics. 
 
Recommended Action 
Provide feedback to staff regarding Board dates and proposed meeting topics. 
 
Fiscal Information 
None. 
 
Vote Requirement 
No vote required. 
 
List of Attachments 
 
1. Draft schedule of meeting dates/topics. 
  
Contact 

Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378 ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
 
 
 

1 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 

 

SVGSA Meeting Schedule 1/1 v12-27-2018 

 
SVGSA Board Advisory Committee 

2019 
January 28 
Stormwater Capture & 

Groundwater Recharge 
 

 

January 8 
Recycled Water use in Sonoma Valley 
Hydro-geologic Conceptual Model and Current and Historical 

Groundwater Conditions – Draft Subsection Components 

February 12 
Storm Water Capture/GW Recharge 
Seepage Monitoring (Sonoma Ecology Center) 
Discussion of Surface Water – Groundwater Interactions 
Hydro-geologic Conceptual Model –Draft Subsection 
Current and Historical Groundwater Conditions – Draft  

Subsection 
 

March 25 
Aquifer Storage and 

Recovery 
Agriculture Recharge 

(guest presentation) 

March 12 
Groundwater Markets – Mammoth Trading & EDF (invited) 
Hydro-geologic Conceptual Model and Current and Historical 

Groundwater Conditions – Revised Draft Subsections  
Water Budget Requirements Overview 
Groundwater Flow Model Overview  
 

 

 

April/May 
All-GSA Workshop: Climate Change & Groundwater Sustainability 

• GSP requirements regarding climate change 
• Local implications of climate change on groundwater and surface water  
• How this information will be incorporated into GSPs 

May 20 
Joint Board/Advisory 

Committee field trip: 
Eastside Sonoma 
pumping depression 

May 14 
Aquifer Storage and Recovery  
Water Budget Components 
Model Scenarios for Water Budget  

July 22 
Agricultural & Urban 

Water Conservation 
advances and 
technologies 

July 9? 
Water Budget - Draft Subsection 
Management Areas Discussion  
Sustainability Indicators for the Basin – Initial Discussion 

Early Fall:  Public Workshop on Sonoma Valley GSP and Basin Conditions 
• What defines the Basin? 
• Communities 
• Water sources 
• Areas of concern 
• SGMAs ‘six deadly sins’ and how they are defined, determined, and what other areas 

are doing about them 
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Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 

 2 

September 23 
Introduction to 

Sustainable 
Management Criteria 

September 10? 
Review Draft Basin Setting Section 
Management Areas Discussion  
Sustainable Management Criteria Introduction and 

Considerations for defining Undesirable Results 
Sustainability Indicators for the Basin 
 

 
 

 

 

October 8? 
Sustainable Management Criteria  
Sustainability Indicators for the Basin 

November 25 
Sustainable Management 
Criteria 
Sustainability Indicators 
for the Basin 

November 12? 
Sustainable Management Criteria  
Sustainability Indicators for the Basin 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

 

TO:   Board of Directors 
FROM:  Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT:  Board Chair and Vice-Chair Elections 

 

Summary:  
The JPA for the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency (Agency) requires that the 
Board of Directors (Board) elect officers commencing January 1 of each calendar year. The 
officers that must be elected include a Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson 
 
 
Background 

“Officers of the Agency’s Board shall consist of a Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson. The 
Chairperson shall preside at all meetings of the Board, while the Vice-Chairperson shall perform 
the duties of the Chairperson in the absence or disability of the Chairperson. The Chairperson 
and Vice-Chairperson shall exercise and perform such other powers and duties as may be 
assigned by the Board.” (JPA, 6.03) 
 
“The Board shall annually elect the Officers of the Board from the Primary Directors. Officers of 
the Board shall hold office for a term of one year commencing on January 1 of each and every 
calendar year and they may serve for multiple consecutive terms. Officers of the Board may be 
removed and replaced at any time, with or without cause by a Board vote. In the event that an 
Officer of the Board loses their position as a Primary Director, that Officer of the Board position 
shall become vacant and Board shall elect a new Officer from existing Board members to serve 
the remaining Officer term.” (JPA, 6.04) 
 
Process of Election: Election of officers must be by a motion to nominate, supported by a 
second, and followed by a majority vote of the Board of Directors. Any person wishing to 
nominate themselves may do so. Such a nomination must receive a second before going to a 
vote.  
 
Fiscal Information 

Not Applicable. 
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Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Board of Directors:  

Elect a Board Chair and Vice-Chair for Calendar Year 2019. 
 
List of Attachments 

None. 
 

Contact  

Ann DuBay, Administrator, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov, (707) 524-8378 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

Action Item 
 

TO:   Board of Directors 
FROM:  Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT:  Rate & Fee Study Final Report 
 

 
Summary: Review key items in Raftelis’ “Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Rate Study Process Report,” and seek Board acceptance of report.  
 
 

Background 

The Agency initiated a rate/fee study in December 2017. Raftelis Financial Consulting 
(consultant) conducted the work, in conjunction with Agency staff. Several fee options were 
discussed with the Board, Advisory Committee, and at a community meeting. In June, the Board 
expressed concerns regarding the most likely fee option (based on estimated groundwater use) 
and provided helpful feedback including directing staff to temporarily suspend work being 
conducted by the consultant associated with the rate/fee study. The Board directed staff to 
meet with representatives from member agencies to develop an option for ongoing member 
agency contributions through FY 2021-22 (when the Groundwater Sustainability Plan – GSP – 
will be completed). 

In August, the Board approved a new member-agency contribution allocation methodology and 
asked staff to inform consultant that study has ended and that the contract would be 
terminated after a final report has been submitted. 

Final Report Recommendations 

The final report (Attachment A) was submitted to the Agency on December 17, 2018. The 
report outlines the fee options that were considered and the legal, technical and fiscal issues 
that arose during the process. In addition, the report coalesces the various comments received 
from the Board, Advisory Committee and stakeholders. 

One of the most helpful sections of the report is the recommendations for a possible future fee 
or rate (once the Groundwater Sustainability Plan is completed, in 2022).  This section of the 
report outline data and other needs, and makes recommendations for short-term and long-
term actions. According to Raftelis, one of the most pressing needs is the documentation of   
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wells and the development of a well registration program, which would (1) allow de Minimis 
(rural residential well owners) water users to be charged any future fees and (2) supplement 
the existing, incomplete well data base. 

Other recommendations include: 

• Developing a policy regarding wells that are partially within the basin and/or partially 
within other GSAs; 

• Determining how to account for cannabis cultivation, as an agricultural category or 
subcategory; 

• Gathering information on recycled water use and surface water use within the Basin; 
and 

• Determining whether and how to account for recharge. 

Type of Vote Required 

Majority. 

Fiscal Information 

The total contract with Raftelis is $85,000. As of January 1, a total of $73,583.34 has been 
expended. The final report is the last task in the contract, and upon its acceptance, the contract 
will be completed. 

Staff Recommendation 

Receive update and accept the report. 

List of Attachments 

Attachment A:  “Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Rate Study Process Report” 

Contact 

Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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1939 Harrison St 
Suite 610 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 

www.raftelis.com 

  

 
December 17, 2018 
 
Ms. Ann DuBay GSA, Administrator Sonoma Valley 
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies 
Santa Rosa, CA   
 
Subject:  Groundwater Sustainability Agency Study Process Report 
 
 
Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. (Raftelis) is pleased to present this process report to the Sonoma Valley 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA; Agency). The goal of the initial Study was to help ensure that the Agency 
would be able to continue to fund its budgeted Phase I activities, consisting of start-up and administration costs and 
preparation of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). 
 
The report includes a brief Executive Summary followed a description of the process undertaken during the Study. 
The process included outreach to the community via two Advisory Committee meetings and a large community 
meeting to discuss funding options.  As you are aware, the Sonoma Valley GSA was fortunate to be the recipient of 
a significant State grant for its GSP preparation.  The result of these various efforts was a decision by the Sonoma 
Valley GSA Board of Directors, which is made up of representatives from contributing funding agencies, to continue 
making direct contributions for funding of the initial phase of the Agency’s activities (“Phase I” funding).  For the 
purpose of completeness, the report includes a description of the most likely funding option (a fee under Proposition 
26) and methodology had the GSA decided to go forward with a fee. The report also identifies data gaps that should 
be closed during the preparation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) to help ensure successful 
implementation of a different funding source after completion of the GSP.  
 
It was a pleasure working with you and we wish to express our thanks for your and other staff member support 
during the study.  If you have any questions, please call me at (510) 813-8704. 
 
Sincerely, 
RAFTELIS FINANCIAL CONSULTANTS, INC. 
 
 

                            
Sally Van Etten   Victor Smith    
Senior Consultant  Consultant  
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RATE STUDY PROCESS REPORT 

1. Executive Summary
1.1. Background of the Study 

In 2014 California enacted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA, Act), which requires local 
agencies to form Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) in areas with high and medium priority basins to 
develop Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs). In 2017 the Sonoma Valley Groundwater subbasin (Basin) (along 
with the Petaluma Valley subbasin, and the Santa Rosa Plain subbasin) was designated as a medium priority basin. 
Sonoma County (County), the Sonoma County Water Agency (Now called Sonoma Water, formerly SCWA), the 
City of Sonoma (City), along with Valley of the Moon Water District (VOMWD), North Bay Water District 
(NBWD), and Sonoma Resource Conservation District (SRCD) entered into a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement 
(JPA) to form the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency (Agency). SGMA requires that medium 
priority basins prepare and submit a GSP by January 31, 2022.  

In 2017, three adjoining Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) in Sonoma County, including the Sonoma 
Valley GSA, contracted with Raftelis to develop financial plans (Study) for funding Phase I of their adherence to the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Phase I deals with the establishment of the Agency and its staffing and 
operations, the Agency’s preparation for and development of its GSP, and public outreach to secure support for GSA 
funding. The Agency secured initial start-up funding for its first two years of operations from the member agencies 
listed above. However, initially those member agencies had anticipated reimbursement of those agency 
contributions.  

This report summarizes the range of funding sources considered. It also chronicles GSA Board and Advisory 
Committee meetings and Community Meeting public outreach efforts and summarizes the feedback received at those 
meetings. This report also describes the variety of funding methods considered for Phase I funding and the eventual 
decision by the Sonoma Valley GSA member agencies to proceed with member agency funding for Phase I costs, 
and the amount of contribution from each funding agency.  Finally, the report recommends actions the Agency could 
take during Phase I to enhance information that will be needed for possible Phase II funding. 

1.1.1. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

The major objectives of the study as initially envisioned included the following: 
• Develop financial plans and sources of funding for the GSA to allow it to adequately fund the ongoing

administrative and operating costs and the preparation of GSP
• Develop an outreach plan to help establish a funding mechanism for the GSA
• Develop appropriate fees or charges to fund the GSA during Phase I and document the fees/charges

1.1.2. CONTEXT AND BENEFITS OF SUSTAINABLY MANAGED
GROUNDWATER 

Groundwater is an important public resource to be managed as it provides reliability for municipal, agricultural, and 
industrial interests, and helps maintain surface water flows as well. Groundwater provided roughly 60% of the larger 
watershed’s water supply in 2012.1 Sustainably managed groundwater is beneficial for a variety of reasons including 

1 http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/conditions/ 
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maintaining surface water flows, providing water for irrigating crops, providing water for municipalities, and 
providing a water source for rural residential and other users not receiving water service from municipalities or other 
water service providers. 
 
Surface water flows are connected to groundwater and can either add to groundwater levels or groundwater can add 
to surface flows in streams depending on hydrological conditions. Many agricultural users depend on groundwater.  
In addition to dairy, pasture and other row crops, the basin has many vineyards. While some vineyards and some 
other agricultural uses are dry-farmed, many are irrigated with groundwater and having access to groundwater is 
potentially valuable to all farmers in drier years. 
 
Both the City of Sonoma and the VOMWD primarily import their municipal water from Sonoma Water (previously 
known as SCWA) but both also use groundwater to augment their supplies. The City of Sonoma and VOMWD 
share a single connection to Sonoma Water via the Sonoma Aqueduct. Groundwater provides a backup water supply 
in case of emergency. For example, the City of Sonoma’s 2015 Water Master Plan says that “the City’s current water 
strategy is to meet the water demands using water purchased from Sonoma Water and use local groundwater supplies 
to supplement water demand needs during peak periods and also during periods of drought and/or Sonoma Water 
shortages and shortfalls. The City’s local groundwater supply is a key element of its drought contingency plan and it 
is expected to remain as such throughout the planning horizon of [its Urban Water Management Plan].”2 Similarly, 
VOMWD plans to reduce its reliance on groundwater and in the future use groundwater to “meet demands in the 
case of a drought or a decrease in SCWA water supply.”3 
 
Implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan will provide the Basin with a sustainably managed 
groundwater resource. Sustainably managed groundwater basins can reduce the risk of overdraft. Basin overdraft 
can have many long term negative effects including well failure, water quality deterioration, land subsidence, aquifer 
capacity depletion, and other environmental harms. Managing groundwater basins in a sustainable manner can not 
only avoid these negative outcomes but can also protect in-basin property values. Moreover, by keeping local control 
of the basin, the Agency can prevent additional regulations from the state and implementation of state mandated 
fees. Maintaining local control ensures that local concerns can be heard and dealt with as they arise.  
 

1.2. Study Outcome and Termination 
 
A number of potential Phase I funding methods were considered as part of the Study. Due to the costs and uncertainty 
regarding successful imposition of a uniform per-parcel fee, which could require voter approval as a parcel tax, and 
the possible high costs to fee payors from a fee based on groundwater usage as authorized by SGMA (Water Code 
section 10730) and subject to the restrictions of Proposition 26, which method of funding is described in more detail 
in Section 3.1, as well as the Board’s desire to avoid State Intervention, the Board opted to terminate the rate study 
and pursue continued member agency funding for Phase I. All costs and estimates presented in this report should be 
considered as preliminary. The funding allocations for Phase I in fiscal year (FY) 2018-19 through FY 2021-2022 are 
shown below in Table 1. 
  

                                                        
2 City of Sonoma WMP, 2051, section 4. 
3 VOMWD UWMP, 2015, section 5.2. Accessed from 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/f7204b_0b944a237b264fb294630cc4b82619ba.pdf on 10/25/18.  SCWA is now known 
as Sonoma Water.  
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Table 1: Proposed Phase I Funding Allocation Methodology 

Entity FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21 FY 2021-22 
Sonoma $97,767 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 

VOMWD $97,767 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 

Sonoma RCD $20,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 

NBWD $20,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 
Sonoma County 
Sonoma Water) 

Water Agency (now 
$117,233 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 

Sonoma County $117,233 $43,000 $84,000 $56,000 

Total $470,000 $238,000 $279,000 $251,000 
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 2. Public Outreach Efforts and
Feedback Received

Over the course of the study Raftelis and The Reed Group attended several meetings in the Basin to address 
community concerns and to solicit feedback. 

2.1. November 27, 2017 Advisory Committee Meeting 
On November 27, 2017 Raftelis and The Reed Group introduced the study to the Sonoma Valley Advisory 
Committee (AC). This initial AC presentation dealt with the Study’s proposed scope and approach. During this 
meeting the difference between fees authorized  by Water Code § 10730, which are regulatory fees that may be levied 
before the adoption of the GSP and that are governed by Proposition 26, and fees authorized by Water Code § 
10730.2, which may be levied after GSP adoption for service provided and that are subject to the rules of Proposition 
218, were introduced and described.   

2.2. February 13, 2018 Advisory Committee Meeting 
On February 13, 2018 Raftelis and The Reed Group met with the AC again. At this meeting Raftelis presented initial 
results from analysis. Additionally, Raftelis discussed the purpose of the proposed fee programs, and the suggested 
benefits that the fee structure would yield to the Basin community.  

The magnitude of the potential draft fees was first shown at this meeting, although these fees were highly preliminary. 
(Fees later would be reduced due to the grant funding secured by Agency staff.)  

At this meeting, Raftelis and The Reed Group discussed several other issues facing the Basin. These included: 

» Billing mechanisms (would the fee be assessed on property tax bills, or issued directly to ratepayers?)
» Exclusion issues (would the fee be assessed on open space? What other classes of parcel should be excluded?)
» Boundary issues (how should the Agency treat ratepayers not fully in the Basin? how should it treat

ratepayers in multiple Basins?)
» How should the Agency treat de minimis extractors?4

4 De mimimis extractors are defined as those who extract less than two acre feet per year (AFY), per SGMA. 

» Should the Agency charge both direct and indirect groundwater management beneficiaries? (e.g., should it
charge urban customers that benefit from their water utility’s use of groundwater?)

» Variations on fee structure options including a minimum parcel charge

2.3. March 14, 2018 Community Meeting 
On March 14, 2018 Raftelis participated in a community meeting held in the city of Sonoma at the Sonoma Veterans 
Memorial Building (126 First Street West, Sonoma).  Approximately 80 community members attended. Mr. Jay 
Jasperse of Sonoma Water presented an overview of the GSA process to date as well as the State Intervention option 
for GSA funding.  Raftelis presented some initial funding options and some preliminary calculations to stimulate 
discussion among the community members. At this meeting, Raftelis presented the following information: 
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1. Phase I (pre-GSP development) and Phase II (post-GSP development) funding requirements 
2. Differences between regulatory fees and service fees (property-related fees subject to Proposition 218) 

a. Regulatory fees must be tied to regulatory costs, can be imposed by GSA board. 
b. Service fees must be tied to the cost of providing service to parcels.  Proposition 218 requires notice 

to all parcels.  Service fees can be passed by the GSA Board, absent a majority protest of payors. 
3. The Agency’s Phase I budget 
4. Preliminary fee ranges (Note that these fee ranges differ from those presented in Table due to data 

refinements that continued after the Community meeting.) 

After initial presentations, the remainder of the evening was devoted to soliciting community feedback. Table 
discussions were led and facilitated by Agency staff, consultants and advisory group member volunteers. Community 
comments were solicited and noted on the pros and cons of a variety of larger concepts including recognizing general 
benefits of groundwater and funding vs. payment by groundwater users only, as well as some details of potential 
funding mechanisms. Some of these comments have been reproduced below.5  

 
1. Pros and Cons of Distributing Costs to all land owners on a per-parcel basis 

PROS CONS 
• Note: some would support this for Phase I but NOT 

Phase II (should become quantity-based) 
• Simple and easy, clean, avoids political campaign 
• Fair and equitable – “We are all on the same island” 
• All water comes from the basin – equitably pass along 
• Only practical solution without GW usage 
• Keeps people off your property in terms of 
regulating/metering 
• “All using groundwater - some just pay to pump it” 
• Everyone is using GW – don’t demonize people using 

GW, because it has value to everyone 
• Keeps the state away! 
• This is a wider issue than who uses water - everyone 

benefits from functioning community, GSA, and GSP 
• Consider residential vs. comm. 
• City uses GW too 

• Precedent – well owners pay for Warm Springs Dam 
even though they don’t use that water 

• Some well-owners would want to be on city water if 
possible 
• Everyone already pays something for water 
• Pay for farmers to grow food 

• Does not encourage conservation 
• Not (only) charging those who use groundwater 
• Variation in parcel size; Subsidizes large parcels, 

not fair to small property owners 
• Some think this is unfair – i.e., apartments vs 
homeowners 
• High users deplete resources and are charged the same 
as others 
• “I get my water from the city” 
• Affects all homeowners 
• Need to consider effect of Williamson Act 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
5 http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/3-14-18-SV-Tabletop-Discussion-Notes.pdf  
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2. Pros and Cons of Distributing Costs to all land owners on a per-acre basis 

 

PROS CONS 

• “Parcels or acres not an issue for our small water 
system” 
• Sliding scale would seem fair 
• Simple and easy 

• Potential for large fees for large dry lots 
• Depends on what you use the acreage for – size 

doesn’t correlate with water use necessarily 

• Unfair to farmers, could reduce farming/increase 
cost of local food products 

• “I am dry farming – do not want to pay for acres” 
• Unirrigated acreage/open space 
• How to account for ponds used for water storage? 

 
 

3. Pros and cons of distributing costs to all well owners in the Basin 

 
PROS CONS 

• Simple, Low cost, Easy to implement • 
• 

Not a popular option 
• Ok if charging a reasonable fee per well Not equitable 
• Should charge ag/commercial higher rates than • 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Large users are mining the basin 
domestic Don’t know all the wells in the valley 
• Seems fair IF only a part of cost/revenue Ignores amount of water coming out of the ground 

People have to register 
Already pay electricity, maintenance 
Costs too high on per-well basis – not reasonable 
Different wells have different types, levels of use 

 
 

4. Pros and cons of distributing costs to all well owners in the Basin based on the amount of water 
pumped? 
 

PROS CONS 

• Volumetric charge encourages conservation - “It’s • Too cumbersome for Phase I (metering) 
a crime to not meter wells” • Meters are expensive to install, maintain 

• 

• 
• 

 

Pressure on heavy users 
Protects average to poor folks, puts cost on businesses 
that can 
afford it 
Best for long-term 
Tiered rates – encourage conservation 
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Overall, conversation was lively and community members who attended were engaged, but there was not a clear 
consensus.  Community response was split in its desire to spread the costs of groundwater to management to all 
land owners or to have only groundwater extractors pay. 
 

2.4. March 26, 2018 Board Meeting  
 
On March 23, 2018 Raftelis presented to the Agency’s Board. At this board meeting Raftelis presented many of the 
topics covered in the March 14, 2018 Community Meeting, but, in addition, presented a possible allocation of costs 
strategy. This strategy, initially dubbed the Hybrid Fee6 methodology proposed breaking up the fee proportionally 
between three different customer classes: municipalities, agricultural customers, and rural residential and commercial 
customers.  (The “Hybrid” or “Categorical Benefits” methodology is presented in more detail in Appendix A.) 
 
Funding Options considered/explored include: 
 

1. Regulatory fee (subject to Prop. 26) 
2. Service fee (subject to Prop. 218) 
3. Parcel tax  
4. Default to State intervention amounts 
5. Continuing member agency contributions 

  

                                                        
6 The Hybrid Fee methodology would eventually be renamed the “Categorical Benefit Fee” methodology. 
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3. Funding Methods
Considered

Throughout the Study period there was quite a bit of uncertainty about how best to assess the fee. SGMA is still a 
relatively new piece of legislation, and the method for funding GSAs is not made abundantly clear by the act nor has 
it been tested by the courts. Raftelis, Staff and Counsel came up with several potential methods of funding the 
Agency, and eventually settled on three different alternatives.  

3.1. Potential Funding Methods 

One critical component of the Study was determining which funding mechanisms could be used and which legal 
requirements governed the funding mechanisms under consideration. Staff, Raftelis and the Agency’s legal Counsel 
(Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann, & Girard or KMTG) met several times to discuss the potential legal challenges 
associated with each funding approach. 

Specifically, there was substantial discussion over whether funding to support the GSA would be from regulatory 
fees governed by Proposition 26 or service fees governed by Proposition 218. Although early indications and legal 
counsel suggested that the appropriate funding source was most likely the regulatory fee authorized by Water Code 
section 10730 and governed by Proposition 26 for Phase I GSA funding, both funding mechanisms were considered. 
Raftelis’ understanding of the distinction between regulatory fees subject to Proposition 26 and service fees subject 
to Proposition 2187 is summarized briefly below: 

Regulatory fees are fees intended to recover the cost of regulation.  Proposition 26 provides that these fees cannot 
exceed the cost of governmental activity associated with regulation and that the fee amount allocated to any payor 
must bear a fair or reasonable relationship to the payor’s benefits from or burdens on the regulatory activity. As a 
crucial point of distinction, these fees can be imposed without voter approval.

Service fees, or “property-related” fees governed by Proposition 218, are charges related to property ownership or 
occupation.  The fee charged to any parcel must be proportional to the cost of providing service to that parcel and 
may not exceed the cost of providing service to the parcel.  Unlike regulatory fees governed by Proposition 26, 
property-related fees or charges governed by Proposition 218 are subject to mandatory noticing and a majority protest 
of affected parcel owners.   

Yet another funding mechanism eventually also seriously considered was a Parcel Tax. Parcel taxes are considered 
to be special taxes under Proposition 13 and must be approved by voters. As a “special tax” it would be subject to a 
2/3rd voter approval threshold to go into effect.  

3.2. Legislative and Legal Understanding 
During the course of this Study, the California Supreme Court issued a ruling on the City of San Buenaventura vs 
United Water Conservation District case. This case was of particular interest to GSAs because it dealt with charges 

7 Raftelis is not a law firm.  Legal advice was provided to the Agency by KMTG. 
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assessed on groundwater pumping. The opinion issued on this case held that charges assessed on groundwater 
pumping are not “imposed… upon a parcel or a person as an incident of property ownership,” which is the type of 
fee that Proposition 218 governs. Following this ruling, this study began examining funding options that would be 
characterized as regulatory fees subject to Proposition 26 rather than property-related fees subject to Proposition 218.  
 
Our understanding from KMTG was that the primary legislative principles to uphold regarding regulatory fees 
under Prop. 26 were as follows: 

» Fees allocated to a fee payor must be related to a governmental activity that either benefits the fee payor or 
that the payor burdens; 

» Fee revenue cannot exceed the cost of the activity for which the fee is imposed, and 
»  The fee amount allocated to any payor must bear a fair or reasonable relationship to the payor’s benefits 

from or burdens on the regulatory activity. 
 

3.3. Synopsis of Funding Methods 
 
Several funding options were considered by the Agency during the Study. These are listed below, along with pros, 
cons, and reasons why they were eventually pursued or rejected.  
 

3.3.1. PER PARCEL FEE 
 
This fee was envisioned to be a regulatory fee charged at a uniform amount to all parcel owners. A regulatory fee 
can be assessed with Board approval rather than through election. Its positives included that it would spread the cost 
of the Agency’s Phase I operations to all parcel owners, which would distribute the cost relatively equally. It would 
also have a relatively low cost per parcel per year.  
 
This approach had several potential issues, including the fact that many parcels in the Basin area may not use 
groundwater directly. There were also concerns about the constitutionality of assessing this fee, as it could be 
considered a tax and subject to potential legal challenge. Based on these concerns, the Board chose to reject this 
approach. 
 

3.3.2. PARCEL FEE AND GROUNDWATER USE BASED FEE 
 
This approach would assess a small fee on all parcels, and then distribute the remaining costs based on groundwater 
extraction. It was considered because it would have distributed a small amount of cost to all parcel owners, 
recognizing the benefits to all living in the basin of sustainably managed groundwater, but it would also have charged 
the direct users of groundwater proportionally to their actual use. This fee was compelling for the reasons listed above 
but suffered from the same constitutionality concerns as the per parcel fee and was thus also removed from further 
consideration. 
 

3.3.3. PARCEL TAX 
 
This approach would have been a voter-approved parcel tax. It would be like the per parcel fee but would not suffer 
from the same legal concerns. It had similar benefits to the per parcel fee: costs would be relatively low and evenly 
distributed. However, this approach would have required voter approval by a 2/3rd majority. Additionally, placing a 
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parcel tax measure on the ballot would have potentially cost the Agency between $75,000 and $123,000.8 In addition, 
the Agency would have incurred costs associated with polling and the creation and distribution of educational 
materials. Finally, a campaign would have been required (which could not have been undertaken by the GSA itself), 
and there was no guarantee of success at the polls.  
 
Ultimately this option was also rejected by the Board due to the increase in costs that this option would incur and 
the uncertainty regarding the voter outcome.  
 

3.3.4. FEE ON GROUNDWATER USE 
 
This approach would have been a fee assessed on all groundwater users based on actual groundwater use. This 
approach benefited from having a direct nexus between the regulated activity (pumping groundwater) and the 
regulatory fee. It was also supported by the recent San Buenaventura decision. It would have captured the extraction 
by all water service providers, as well as agricultural and residential well users.  
 
However, this approach also had its challenges. First among them: actual groundwater use of many users is unknown 
at this point in time. Agricultural and residential well use is not reported; it is unlikely that these types of users have 
meters on their wells. Currently only municipal and small water service provider groundwater use is metered and 
reported. Lastly, this approach would require a different approach for de minimis users (those using under two acre 
feet per year), who are also mostly unmetered. This approach was rejected due to the difficulties associated with data 
acquisition. 
 

3.3.5. FEE ON ESTIMATED GROUNDWATER USE 
 
This approach would have been similar to the fee on groundwater use. It has similar benefits as the fee on 
groundwater use but does not suffer from the drawbacks associated with needing to measure groundwater use of all 
kinds. Legal Counsel indicated that courts have approved fees that are based on estimates of usage, rather than 
directly measured data, as long as the estimates have an empirical basis (for example, the experience of the agency 
staff or published data).  
 
The issues with this approach included challenges associated with formulating a reasonable basis of estimating 
groundwater use based on the limited data available. This approach was targeted for additional study, and Raftelis 
and The Reed Group worked to develop preliminary rate ranges based on estimated water use.  The findings of this 
initial work including preliminary fees are presented in Appendix A.     
 

3.3.6. STATE-BASED INTERVENTION 
 
An undesirable yet alternative funding method was the default if the GSA could not fund itself. This method is 
referred to as State-Based Intervention; the State would manage the Basin and assess fees on the Basin’s groundwater 
users. The State-Based Intervention Fees for Water Year (October 1 through September 30) 2018 would include a 
Base Filing Fee of $300 per well ($100 for de minimis users), and a per AF volumetric rate of between $40 and $55 
depending on the status of the Basin (Basins with a probationary designation pay $40 per AF, Basins on an interim 
Plan would pay $55 per AF), also subject to a late fee of 25% per month. These fees would be on top of the cost of 
developing the Basin’s GSP, which would still be a cost borne by the Basin’s citizens, and the GSA would lose the 

                                                        
8 This estimated range was provided by Sonoma County Registrar of Voters in March 2018.   
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ability to regulate the Basin. The Board and community expressed a strong desire to avoid this outcome. Table 2 
shows the charges associated with State-Based Intervention.9 
 

Table 2: State-Based Intervention Charges 

Charge Type Cost 
Base Filing Fee (Per Well) $300  
De minimis Fee (Per Well) $100 
Per AF Cost (Probationary) $45  
Per AF Cost (Interim Plan) $55  
Late Fee (Per Month 25% 

 
 

3.3.7. CONTINUED MEMBER AGENCY FUNDING  
 
Another option that was considered, and ultimately chosen, is continued member agency funding for Phase I. This 
method recognized the difficulties in gathering appropriate data for fee calculation in Phase I. Local government 
agencies who are member agencies of the GSA will continue funding the GSA through Phase I.  The Agency will 
establish a fee basis for funding the Agency in Phase II and beyond. There are several advantages to this approach: 
the first is that the Agency can defer calculating a fee until there is more refined data available for fee calculation. 
Secondly, the Agency will avoid the costs and risks associated with putting a parcel tax on the ballot (one of the 
funding options considered). Third, the Agency will likely benefit from observing how other GSAs across the state 
assess charges. Regulations that govern GSAs are still relatively unclear and the Agency will gain the benefit of 
perspective from seeing case law unfurl through the Phase I period.  
 
This approach required universal member agency approval. It also leaves the Agency dependent on outside support 
through Phase I. However, as the member agencies have approved continued contributions for Phase I the Agency 
will be able to fund itself through to Phase II when more data will be available for implementation of other funding 
methods.  
 

3.4. Proposed Continued Member Agency Funding 
 
The Agency has opted to fund Phase I with continued member agency contributions. Member agency contributions 
would continue through FY 2021-2022. The member agencies would fund the Agency annually with the allocation 
methodology shown in Table 3 (actual amounts of contributions could differ, depending on budget needs, and will 
be calculated annually as part of the budget process).This proposed funding allocation was initially presented in a 
Board Meeting Presentation on August 27, 2018 and adopted on October 22, 2018.  
 
The rationale for the estimated future allocations for Phase I funding is as follows: Sonoma RCD and NBWD would 
both each contribute $10,000 annually. The City of Sonoma and VOMWD would both contribute $25,000 annually.   
Sonoma Water would contribute $125,000 annually, funded by property tax revenues and water transmission funds. 
The County would pay the remaining costs. If projected costs were to decrease, the proportion of funding from the 
County and from Sonoma Water would decrease proportionally until they reached $25,000 each. The amounts of 
annual contributions shown below are estimates. These allocations will be voted on annually as part of the Agency’s 
budget process.  

                                                        
9 https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/gmp/fees.html  
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Table 3: Proposed Phase I Funding Allocation Methodology 

Entity FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21 FY 2021-22 
Sonoma $97,767 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 

VOMWD $97,767 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 

Sonoma RCD $20,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 

NBWD $20,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 

Sonoma Water $117,233 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 

Sonoma County  $117,233 $43,000 $84,000 $56,000 

Total $470,000 $238,000 $279,000 $251,000 
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4. Required Additional Data,

4.1. Additional Data Needs 

Lack of sufficient data was an identified issue even before the study began.  There are a number of additional data 
and implementation issues to be resolved. These issues should be addressed during the preparation of the GSP in 
order to facilitate calculation and documentation of appropriate rates for Phase II funding.  A list of critical data 
needs and remaining issues includes: 

» Documentation of Wells Overall identification and location of all groundwater wells and parcels using
groundwater is critical.  This will not only help identify groundwater users, it will also facilitate fee or rate
structures that can combine a charge per well with an amount per acre foot (AF) charge.

» Registration of de mimimis groundwater users. Users of less than two (2) AF per year of groundwater considered
to be de minimis users. The de minimis users can only be charged a groundwater fee if they are regulated in some
way. An adopted GSA board resolution to register all wells, whether or not enforced immediately, may serve as
sufficient regulation to allow fees to be charged on de minimis users. Raftelis and The Reed Group suggest that a
well registration program should be implemented as soon as possible. One additional option to reward prompt
well registration with stepped up fees in later years (e.g., no registration fee for immediate participation, some
fee if registration is delayed, penalty fees for late registration.)

» Partial or Overlapping Parcels. Some parcels are either minimally included within Bulletin 118 boundaries or
are overlapping into two GSAs.  The GSAs need to decide along with it neighboring GSA, how to account for
parcels which are either minimally included within GSA boundaries or which overlap into two separate GSA
areas.

» Cannabis Cultivation. The cultivation of legal cannabis presents another set of challenges, including to account
for known cannabis cultivation, where that crop is being grown and how much water groundwater to estimate.
Other County regulations may apply. Data is currently being collected on legal cannabis by the County as
cannabis cultivators that receive a permit from the County are required to meter and report groundwater use. As
this data becomes available, Raftelis recommends including cannabis in the agricultural category as a
subcategory. The actual use of groundwater by cannabis cultivation may or may not be significant, but the public
interest in the topic is high.

» Recycled Water and Surface Water.  The use of recycled water and surface water rights were incorporated into
the analysis for one of the GSAs (Santa Rosa Plain GSA) that has continued forward exploring a potential Phase
I fee (e.g. reported recycled and surface water use should be backed out of any estimated groundwater use). This
information should also be gathered as part of the research for the GSP for use as offsets to future water use and
funding calculations, especially if basin-wide metering program is not adopted.

» Groundwater Recharge: One item of continuing interest to the public and the agricultural community has been
the possible incorporation of groundwater recharge estimates into groundwater use estimates. Data on
groundwater recharge is challenging to obtain and may be contradictory. However, but as more data is developed
and made accessible it may be possible to include in future assessments of groundwater use as an offset. If suitably 
reliable groundwater recharge estimates can be generated as part of the GSP research (e.g., estimates of net
recharge), these factors should be applied to future fee calculations to offset groundwater use estimates (similar
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to the use of recycled water and surface water.)  Specific data required may include but is not limited to soil types 
and the presence or absence of geological features that may inhibit water recharge to the groundwater basin.  
Note that a further complication of the potential recharge data gathering us that soil types and filtration rates 
may vary by location within the subbasin and care should be taken to assure that significant differences in specific 
conditions by location are not overlooked if applying an average net recharge estimate. 
 

4.2. Additional Programs for Potential Consideration  
The data collection and program implementation suggestions in the preceding section assume that a regulatory fee 
(governed under Proposition 26) or a service fee (governed under Proposition 218) rate structure will be used for 
Agency funding.  However, the preparers of the GSP may want to further investigate additional programs or funding 
mechanisms. The following potential programs or concepts included for consideration are outside of the regulatory 
fee or service fee guidelines and would therefore require legal review before being incorporated into a GSA funding 
program. Note that several of these programs require or would benefit from an understanding of the Basin’s 
sustainable yield in order to be effective tools in managing the Basin’s usage.  
 
Managed Aquifer Recharge (MAR) and Potential Recharge Net Metering. At least one pilot project is already 
underway (in Pajaro Valley) to explore if the capture and use of additional surface water, including stormwater, can 
be used to improve both infiltration and groundwater recharge.   This approach is most ideally suited for agricultural 
uses.  Land owners willing to participate in construction of stormwater or other surface water capture facilities can 
be compensated for the loss of productive land and operating costs by being given a credit against fees charged on 
groundwater use, thus incentivizing participation. Pilot projects involving MAR will likely also provide data on 
recharge that can be applied to estimating groundwater use offsets (see discussion in previous section). Additionally, 
evidence of successful recharge through MAR may lead to the opportunity to establish a program where any net 
recharge to the basin above groundwater use can be used to calculate a rebate against costs for other supplemental 
water supplies, including recycled water.10  
 
Funding Framework for Charging for Supplemental Water Supplies.  Depending on the findings of the GSP, the 
GSA may end up pursuing the purchase of supplemental water (from surface water supply) to replenish the 
groundwater basin to achieve interim targets and/or to allow for additional extraction. Raftelis sees two potential 
approaches for paying for these additional costs, if incurred, a blended approach and a marginal approach. The 
marginal approach includes the use of an additional water supply charge and penalties.   
 

Marginal Cost Approach: Alternatively, an additional rate could potentially be charged once a set water use 
allocation is consumed. The allocation level can be based on an end user allocation, an intermediate target, or a 
sustainable yield target. Which targets are used will depend on findings as to how critically overdrawn the basin 
may be. For basins that are moderately overdrawn, Raftelis suggests that charges can be based on an intermediate 
target. Highly overdrawn basins should be based on sustainable yield targets. Consider the following example 
for a moderately overdrawn basin: 
 

• Allocation of 10 AF 
• Intermediate target of 8 AF 
• Sustainable Yield goal of 5 AF 

 

10 For more information see https://www.law.berkeley.edu/research/clee/research/wheeler/renem/. 
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• Pumping 8 AF or less, no water supply charge 
• Pumping 9-10 AF, water supply charge, no penalties 
• Pumping 11+ AF, water supply charge and penalties 

 
Blended Cost Approach: Another approach for charging for supplemental water sources is to blend the costs of 

replenishment supplies with the benefits of natural recharge. The same revenue requirement required by the 
Marginal Cost Approach would be recovered with a uniform fee per acre foot. Blending costs from 
replenishment with an additional amount of natural recharge would result in a lower cost per AF than billing 
at the cost of replenishment water.   

 
The marginal approach would economically incentivize groundwater users to pump at or below their intermediate 
target while imposing penalties if the user pumps above a determined allocation. GSP research would need to 
determine appropriate intermediate and sustainable subbasin-wide yield goals and allocations would need to be 
calculated per user, most likely based on an allowed use per acre of irrigated land.  
 
Water Markets: The previous example program described an approach where a sustainable allocation of 
groundwater use is calculated per parcel, and if the use per parcel exceeds the allocation, additional charges or 
penalties are levied to encourage conservation and discourage overdraft.  Another approach to consider is 
establishing an intrabasin water market. Water Markets provide an opportunity for using market allocations to 
allocate groundwater resources in an economically efficient manner. A water market recognizes that some users will 
be allocated more water than they use.  Other users will need more groundwater than they are allocated.  Water 
markets provide a financial mechanism to transfer water allocations from one user to another.  Users with unused 
allocations can sell their allocations to users needing more groundwater.  This method allows for more flexibility 
while providing economic incentives for conservation, as costs for groundwater on the market will rise as the total 
use approaches the sustainable allocation for the entire subbasin.  
 
There are several challenges to implementation of water markets for the purposes of allocating groundwater. Among 
these are:  
 

» Imperfect information: groundwater usage of most types is unmonitored and unreported in the Basin, as is 
the case in most basins in California. Markets function well when there is more information available, 
especially with regard to available quantities of resources. 

» Imperfect mechanisms for facilitating transfer: while there is currently a market mechanism for transferring 
water between parties, it is not a significant factor in water use statewide; currently less than 3% of 
California’s water use is transferred via market.  

 
Given these difficulties, there is an opportunity for the GSA to function as a basin-level clearinghouse for water 
transfers. If the GSA monitors basin-level groundwater usage, limits withdrawals, and provides this information 
publicly, the market can set a clear price signal for groundwater and can lead to an economically efficient allocation 
of groundwater. 
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 A 2       SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY 

A. Fee Calculation
This Appendix section shows initial methodology for a fee calculation, including draft charges calculated using 
preliminary data. All costs, including budget costs, and estimates provided in this appendix are preliminary. 

Raftelis and Staff worked together to determine a methodology for creating a mechanism for the GSA to fund itself, 
this section provides an overview of how this process began and recommendations for future refinements.  

A.1. Revenue Requirement Calculation

Calculating a charge for an Agency to assess is a multi-step process. It involves first determining the revenue 
requirement, which is the amount of revenue that must be recovered for an Agency to meet its budgeted costs less its 
revenue offsets. 

A.1.1. OPERATING EXPENSES

Agency Staff worked to create a five-year budget for the GSA. As previously mentioned, the Agency was initially 
funded by contributions from member agencies. The initial funding provided by member agencies is shown in Table 
A-1.

Table A-1: Sonoma Valley Initial Member Agency Allocations 

Entity FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 
Sonoma $97,767 $97,767 
VOMWD $97,767 $97,767 
Sonoma RCD $20,000 $20,000 
NBWD $20,000 $20,000 
Sonoma County $117,233 $117,233 
Sonoma County Water Agency $117,233 $117,233 
Total $470,000 $470,000 

These contributions were made to fund the Agency for its first two years of operations. Following those first two 
years, the initial plan was for the Agency to fund itself via charge revenue. To create a mechanism for the Agency to 
fund itself, the first step was to determine how much revenue the Agency would require annually. The budget for the 
Agency’s first five years is shown below. In FY 2019-20 through FY 2021-22 the Agency has a 5% contingency for 
unexpected expenses.  
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Table A-2: Sonoma Valley Five Year Phase I Operating Budget 

  FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21 FY 2021-22 
Services      
Insurance - Liability $2,000 $1,900 $1,950 $2,000 $2,050 

Legal Services $60,000 $45,000 $45,000 $45,000 $45,000 

Consulting Services $354,750 $419,000 $514,000 $469,000 $444,000 

Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land $1,000 $1,200 $1,400 $1,600 $1,800 

Training/Conference Expenses $2,500 $2,750 $3,000 $3,250 $3,500 

     Subtotal Services $420,250 $469,850 $565,350 $520,850 $496,350 
     Subtotal Supplies $2,250 $6,300 $6,350 $6,400 $6,450 
Subtotal Operating $422,500 $476,150 $571,700 $527,250 $502,800 
5% Contingency $0 $0 $28,585 $26,363 $25,140 

Total Operating With Contingency $422,500 $476,150 $600,285 $553,613 $527,940 
 
The Agency’s first two years of operations were already funded by member agency contributions. The Agency has 
elected to pursue member agency funding as its mechanism for meeting the remainder of its Phase I costs as well, 
rather than recover costs from ratepayers. The next sections show the process of how a fee could be developed.  
  

A.1.2. GRANT FUNDING 
 
The Agency applied for and received a $1 million grant to assist in funding Agency start-up costs. This grant reduced 
the Agency’s total revenue requirement by $1 million. This funding was made available to GSAs throughout the 
State as a result of 2014’s voter approved Proposition 1. This Proposition, the Water Quality, Supply, and 
Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014, authorized $510 million in Integrated Regional Water Management 
funding. These grants are allocated to projects that, among others, provide incentives throughout watersheds to 
collaborate in managing the region’s water resources and set regional priorities for water infrastructure.11 
 

A.1.3. TOTAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT CALCULATION 
 
The Agency’s total revenue requirement for Phase I funding was calculated by adding its operating expenses for the 
first five years and subtracting its offsetting grant revenue. The total in the first line can be calculated by summing 
the “Total Operating with Contingency” line from Table A-2. This calculation is shown in Table A-3.  
 

Table A-3: Phase I Revenue Requirement Calculation 

Description Amount 
5 Years of Expenses $2,580,488 
Less: Grant Funding -$1,000,000 
Total Phase I Revenue Requirement $1,580,488 

 
If the Agency had decided to calculate a charge, then calculating the total revenue requirement would be only the 
first step in determining the charge. This calculation gives the total Phase I revenue requirement, which can be 
recovered over a number of years and in a variety of methodologies. The revenue requirement is only one part of the 
charge calculation equation, see Figure 1 for an example. The two variables in the denominator have a significant 
bearing on the magnitude of the charge.  

                                                        
11 https://water.ca.gov/Work-With-Us/Grants-And-Loans/IRWM-Grant-Programs/Proposition-1  
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Figure 1: Example Charge Calculation Equation 

𝑅𝑅𝑎𝑎𝑅𝑅𝑎𝑎𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑎𝑎 𝑅𝑅𝑎𝑎𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑅𝑅𝑎𝑎𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅
𝐶𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 =   

𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑎𝑎𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑅𝑎𝑎𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 𝑉𝑉𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑅𝑅𝑎𝑎𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑎𝑎 ∗ 𝑌𝑌𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝐴𝐴 𝑅𝑅𝑡𝑡 𝐵𝐵𝑎𝑎 𝐶𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎
 

A.2. Assessment Variable Determination 
 
The next step in calculating a revenue generating charge would be to determine the assessment variable. In order to 
determine a charge from the revenue requirement found above, it is necessary to find the amount by which to divide 
the total revenue requirement.  
 

A.2.1. FEE PROPOSAL 
 
As discussed above, the initial strategy of the Agency was to develop a fee that could be assessed on parcel, well 
ownership, parcel size or by groundwater extraction. Later this list was reduced and Raftelis was instructed to 
calculate a fee based on projected groundwater extraction. The assessment variable that the fee will be based on has 
a significant impact on the amount that the proposed fee will be. Some of the variables listed above are more readily 
estimable for the Basin than others. Specifically, the acreage and number of parcels are more readily accessible data 
points than the number of wells and the amount of groundwater use in the Basin. 
 

A.2.2. DATA GAPS 
 
There are several data gaps associated with estimating groundwater use. To begin with, County well records are 
currently not complete. Current estimates show that there are 1,119 extractive wells in the Basin.12 It is likely a low 
estimate, and many unknown wells are likely not captured by this total. A first step in calculating a fee based on 
groundwater extraction would be instating a well registration program.  
 
The other issue is that, even for parcels with known wells, groundwater use is not measured or reported for most 
extractors. The main exceptions to this are VOMWD and the City of Sonoma. Annual groundwater pumping is 
highly variable and subject to a variety of factors including but not limited to rainfall, land use, temperature, 
humidity, and domestic use, to name a few. Attempts to find annual usage are therefore attempts to find a reasonable 
estimate rather than the actual exact amount of groundwater pumping which will change from year to year.  
 
There is another difficulty associated with using groundwater use as a basis for the fee. This issue is that outside of 
the City of Sonoma and VOMWD, groundwater use estimates initially were taken from the basin as a whole and 
not allocated to individual parcels. Determining each parcel’s responsibility for groundwater usage requires making 
assumptions about parcel usage, water usage, and the source of that water.  (For example, is it municipal, surface 
water, recycled water, or groundwater?) 
 
Agency efforts in during the GSP process and in Phase II should address these data gaps in several ways.  
 

1. The Agency could instate a well registration program to get a more accurate count of the number of wells in 
the Basin.  

                                                        
12 Per Andrew Rich, as of 11/1/2018 
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2. The Agency could, in addition to registering wells, request or require well metering to gather an actual 
amount of water produced from the Basin, rather than estimating annual groundwater pumping.  

3. If well metering is cost prohibitive, the Agency could send targeted surveys to known or suspected well 
owners in order to estimate what each parcel’s groundwater usage is. 

4. Finally, if possible the Agency could try to measure groundwater recharge on a Basin-wide basis. 
Groundwater recharge is difficult to measure because it is contingent on a variety of factors including rainfall, 
soil porosity, and hardscaped ground cover. 

 

A.2.3. PROPOSED CATEGORICAL BENEFIT METHODOLOGY 
 
Initially, the Board directed Raftelis to develop a fee based on the amount of groundwater used on a per parcel basis. 
Due to the data gaps mentioned above, this information was not readily available for most parcels. To overcome 
these gaps, an estimate of use would have to be developed for each parcel. Raftelis and Staff arrived at a methodology 
for estimating groundwater use by parcel or groundwater pumping entity. The proposed methodology for estimating 
use is as follows: 
 

» Municipalities/Large Water Service Provider Use: Both the City of Sonoma and VOMWD use groundwater to 
supplement water supply, which is primarily imported from Sonoma Water. Future groundwater use by the 
City of Sonoma and VOMWD, reported to the County, can be projected based on a running average of the 
last five years of pumping data. Estimated municipal/large water service provider usage is 715 AFY. 

 
» Small Water Service Provider Use: The Basin has a variety of Small Water Service Providers (SWSPs) that use 

groundwater for a variety of purposes. These SWSPs vary between Wineries, Warehouses, Office Parks, 
Office Parks, Schools, Mutual Water Companies (water companies that provide water service to rural areas), 
and other commercial properties. These SWSPs provide the amount of groundwater pumped annually to 
the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Division of Drinking Water (DDW). Future 
groundwater use of these SWSPs can be projected based on an average of the available pumping data. 
Estimated SWSP usage is 725 AFY. 

 
» Agriculture Use: Raftelis proposed to make estimates of agricultural groundwater pumping by using Sonoma 

County Land Use Data from California Department of Water Resources (DWR)13. Raftelis proposed to use 
the 2012 Draft dataset (not publicly available) because it included information such as whether a parcel was 
irrigated, and if so what the source of the irrigation water was. Calculated water use of groundwater irrigated 
agricultural parcels was estimated based on applying DWR crop coefficients to DWR Land Use Data crop 
coverage data. DWR data on average water applied per acre of crop is shown below. This is based on 
Sonoma County’s reported average usage to DWR in 2010.14 A selection of DWR’s applied water per acre 
figures for Sonoma County in 2010 are shown below in Table A-4, including a description of the type of 
agriculture denoted in the middle column. The applied water column shows average acre feet per acre. 

  

                                                        
13 Source: https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/CADWRLandUseViewer/  

  

14 Source: https://www.water.ca.gov/Programs/Water-Use-And-Efficiency/Land-And-Water-Use/Agricultural-Land-
And-Water-Use-Estimates
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Table A-4: Sonoma County Crops and Applied Water per Acre 2010. 

Crop (DWR 
Classifications) DWR Definition 

Sonoma Average 
Applied Water / Acre 

C | Citrus and 
Subtropical 

Grapefruit, lemons, oranges, dates, avocados, olives, 
kiwis, jojoba, eucalyptus and miscellaneous subtropical 
fruit 1.8 AF 

D | Deciduous Fruits 
and Nuts 

Apples, apricots, cherries, peaches, nectarines, pears, 
plums, prunes, figs, walnuts and miscellaneous 
deciduous 1.8 AF 

G | Grain 
Wheat, barley, oats, miscellaneous grain and hay, and 
mixed grain and hay 0.3 AF 

P | Pasture 

Clover, mixed pasture, native pastures, induced high 
water table native pasture, miscellaneous grasses, turf 
farms, bermuda grass, rye grass and klein grass 3.6 AF 

T | Truck Nursery and 
Berry Crops 

Artichokes, asparagus, beans (green), carrots, celery, 
lettuce, peas, spinach, flowers nursery and tree farms, 
bush berries, strawberries, peppers, broccoli, cabbage, 
cauliflower and brussel sprouts 1.8 AF 

V | Vineyard Table grapes, wine grapes and raisin grapes 0.6 AF 
 
 

» Rural Residential:  Rural residential properties were identified using a combination of County Assessor GIS 
data and Water Service Provider GIS data. A GIS layer of the footprint of water service providers (excluding 
purveyors such as Sonoma Water) was imposed over all parcels in the basin. Any residential (or residential 
+ agricultural use) parcels remaining in areas outside of water service provider service areas are assumed to 
have a well. Well records are very incomplete for Sonoma County GSAs. An estimated use of 0.5 AF annual 
use per rural residential well was applied. An additional 0.25 AF were added for any parcels that listed 
additional residences on the parcel.15  

 
After estimating each class’s annual use, the total cost to be recovered would be allocated to each class in proportion 
to its estimated use. From there, each class’s allocated cost would be recovered in proportion to its estimated 
groundwater use (or another metric to be determined). Figure 2 below provides an example of how this process 
would work, assuming 10,000 AFY of groundwater extraction, and a charge of $500,000 to be recovered per year. 
These numbers are for demonstration purposes only. 
 

                                                        
15 Source: https://www.countyofnapa.org/DocumentCenter/View/1056/Water-Availability-Analysis-Adopted-Policy-
May-12-2015-PDF Appendix B 
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Figure 2: Categorical Benefit Example  
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This methodology was still undergoing refinement when the Study was terminated. The Basin’s estimate for annual 
groundwater pumping, not based on the approach described above, was 10,500 AFY.16  
 
Using the current estimate for groundwater extraction in the Basin area is 10,500 AFY, an annual charge per AFY 
can be determined. Given that there are three remaining fiscal years in Phase I, it will be assumed for the sake of this 
calculation that the fee will be collected over three years. This charge is for example purposes only and is not a 
recommendation nor a proposed charge. Raftelis was directed to stop developing fees on behalf of the Agency, so 
the fee calculation below is done with groundwater usage estimate from the Basin’s Insights and Recommendations, 
based on estimated pumping in Water Year 2012.  
 

Figure 3: Example Charge Calculation Equation Using Estimated GW Pumping 
$1,580,488

𝐶𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 = = $50.17 𝑝𝑝𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝑓𝑓𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑅𝑅 𝑝𝑝𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝑦𝑦𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎  
10,500 ∗ 3

 
There are 12,646 parcels in the basin, 42,283 acres, and an estimated 1,119 wells. A per year fee can be calculated 
for all of these metrics following the equation shown above. Again, these charges are for example purposes only 
and are not recommendations nor are they proposed charges. Draft charges using these figures shown in Table A-
5Table. 
 

TableA-5: Draft Charge Calculation 

Charge Type Metric Annual Fee 

Annual Charge Based on Well Ownership 1,119 $470.80 

Annual Charge Based on Parcel 12,646 $41.66 

Annual Charge Based on Acreage 42,283 $12.46 

Annual Charge Based on GW Pumping 10,500 $50.17 
 
The Board and the community felt that these fees were unacceptably high, especially the per acre foot charge. There 
was shared concern that it would be especially burdensome for agricultural interests to pay a fee of over $50 per AF 
of groundwater. When the fee study was terminated, Raftelis’ estimate of basin-wide groundwater usage was lower 
than 10,500, which resulted in a fee higher than the one shown in Table A-5. Calculating the fee with this amount 
would result in per AF fees of greater than $70, which would exceed the State-Based Intervention fees. The Board 
felt that it was necessary to try and reduce impacts on agricultural interests in the Valley, especially given the nature 
of the importance of agriculture to the region. Due to these concerns, the Board opted to discontinue the rate study 
and pursue member agency funding through the end of Phase I. 
 

 

                                                        
16 http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/Basin-Insights-and-Recommendations.pdf  
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

Action Item 
 

TO:   Board of Directors 
FROM:  Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT:  Financial Reserve Policy 
 

 
Summary: Discuss options for a financial reserve policy, and provide feedback to staff for 
possible adoption of a policy at a future Board meeting. 
 
 

Background 

The GSA is in its second year of operations and is funded by member agency contributions. At 
the end of the last fiscal year (2017-18), the unadjusted ending balance was approximately 
$162,000 – or about one-third of the total GSA budget of $470,000. 

In August, the Board decided to end the rate and fee study and fund the agency through 
ongoing member agency contributions. At the same meeting, the Board discussed the need for 
a policy to provide guidance for the amount of funding that should be maintained as reserves 
and funding to be carried forward in future years. 

The purpose of this item is to get Board feedback on a reserve policy that could inform 
upcoming fiscal year 2019-2020 and future Phase 1 budgets. 

To research reserve options, staff spoke to member agency staff and to Brett Bradford (partner 
from Pisenti & Brinker, who is supervising the GSA’s 2017-18 audit) and contacted the California 
Special District Association (CSDA), which provided its “Special District Reserves Policy 
Guidelines.” These resources provided the following general guidance: 

• Reserve policies should be based on operating numbers; 
• Generally, reserves are either (1) a percent of the operating budget or (2) the operating 

expenses needed to cover the costs accrued in a specific time period; and 
• Each district is different, and the reserve policy should reflect the agency’s unique 

circumstances. 

In addition, the Government Finances Officers Association (GFOA) website provides guidance 
regarding reserve policies. GFOA proposes that agencies “maintain unrestricted budgetary fund  
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balance in their general fund of no less than two months of regular general fund operating 
revenues or regular general fund operating expenditures,” but note that the amount/time 
period should be dictated the unique circumstances of the agency. For example, Sonoma 
Resource Conservation District’s Operating Cash Reserves Policy, sets a target of “an amount 
sufficient to maintain ongoing operations and programs for a period equal to three months of 
ongoing operational expenses.” 

GFOA refers to the following factors to help agencies determine appropriate reserve levels: 

1. The predictability of revenues and the volatility of expenditures;
2. Potential exposure to significant outlays from disasters, state budget cuts, etc.;
3. The potential for the general fund to be drained by other funds;
4. Possible impact on the agency’s bond ratings by a negative fund balance or the need to 

borrow to meet operating expenses; and
5. Existing and potential financial commitments and assignments.

The following table provides an analysis of the GSA’s current risk of cash levels dropping to a 
point where it would be challenging to meet expenses. 

Sonoma Valley GSA Financial Risk Analysis 

RISK FACTOR PROBABILITY EXPLANATION 
Revenue volatility Low Revenues are collected from member 

agencies, based on annual commitments 
Potential exposure to significant 
cash outlays from one-time events 

Low Not a disaster agency; revenues not 
based on outside funding sources 

Potential for fund to be tapped by 
another fund within the agency 

Very low Currently are no other funds within the 
GSA 

Possible impact on bond ratings Low Currently, the GSA has no capital 
projects or bond funding 

Existing/potential financial 
commitments and assignments 

Medium The GSA agreement with State for $1 
million grant includes matching fund 
commitment. All other contracts can be 
cancelled if revenues aren’t available 

Delay in reimbursements from 
DWR for invoices submitted for 
Prop 1 grant funds 

Medium high Sonoma Water will invoice GSA for all 
work, including grant-funded tasks. The 
GSA will then invoice the State for 
reimbursement. Could be a lag time. 
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Based on this analysis, staff seeks Board feedback on the following reserve policy questions: 

1. Reserve amount -- Maintain a targeted reserve amount equivalent to: 
a. Two months operating expenses (about $51,000 in FY 2018-2019 and an 

estimated $99,000 in 2019-20); 
b. Three months operating expenses (about $76,000 in FY 2018-2019 and an 

estimated $149,000); 
c. Other? 

2. Annual approval – Board approves the targeted reserve amount as part of the budget 
process – yes or no? 

3. Targeted reserve amount will be funded with surplus operating cash – yes or no? 
4. Reserve will carry forward to following fiscal year – yes or no? 

Type of Vote Required 

None. Feedback only. 

Fiscal Information 

No immediate impact, but could impact 2019-2020 budget and member agency contributions. 

Staff Recommendation 

Receive Board feedback on reserve policy questions. 

List of Attachments 

1. Sonoma Resource Conservation District’s Targeted Operating Cash Reserves Policy 

Contact  

Ann DuBay, Administrator, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov, (707) 524-8378 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

 

TO:   Board of Directors 
FROM:  Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT:  Budget for FY19-20 
 

 
Summary: The JPA for the Agency (at 10.06) requires that the Board adopt, by a date no later 
than sixty (60) days before the end of each Fiscal Year, a budget for the Agency for the ensuing 
Fiscal Year.  A preliminary review of the draft budget will provide the Board an opportunity for 
comment and feedback prior to final budget adoption at its March meeting.  
 
 

Background 

The JPA for the Agency (Section 10.06 – Budget) requires that the Board adopt, by a date no 
later than sixty (60) days before the end of each Fiscal Year, a budget for the Agency for the 
ensuing Fiscal Year.   

The JPA (Section 10.07 – Payments to the Agency) notes that costs of the Agency will be borne 
by assessments to member agencies, which require a unanimous approval (Section 7.07). 

Further, at its August 2018 meeting, the Board approved a methodology for member agency 
contributions for Fiscal Years 2019-2020 through FY 2021-22, as follows: 

1. North Bay Water District and Sonoma Resource Conservation District each provide 
$10,000 annually; 

2. The City of Sonoma and Valley of the Moon Water District each provide $25,000 
annually; 

3. Sonoma Water provides $125,000 annually; and 
4. The County of Sonoma covers the remaining Agency costs (with a minimum contribution 

of $25,000). 
5. If Agency costs decrease from the projected budget, the County and Sonoma Water 

contributions would decrease proportionally until they hit $25,000. 
6. The amount of member agency contributions would be discussed as part of the annual 

budget process and would require a unanimous vote of all member agencies. 
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Table 1. Approved Member Agency Contributions Methodology & Estimated Amounts 

FY17-18 FY18-19 FY19-20 FY20-21 FY21-22
ACTUAL/ESTIMATED EXPENSES $         310, 000 $  496, 150 $  571, 700 $        527, 250 $              502, 800
ESTIMATED INCOME
Proposition 1 Grant  $                      -    $    235,000 $  335, 000 $        290, 000 $              140, 000
Carry forward  $                      -    $    160,000 $  368, 850 $        370, 150 $              411, 900
  Member Agency Contributions
     VOMWD $           97, 767 $     97, 767 $     25, 000 $           25, 000 $                25, 000
     City of Sonoma $           97, 767 $     97, 767 $     25, 000 $           25, 000 $                25, 000
     SCWA $         117, 233 $  117, 233 $  125, 000 $        125, 000 $              125, 000
     NBWD $           20, 000 $     20, 000 $     10, 000 $           10, 000 $                10, 000
     Sonoma RCD $           20, 000 $     20, 000 $     10, 000 $           10, 000 $                10, 000
     County $         117, 233 $  117, 233 $     43, 000 $           84, 000 $                56, 000
  Total Member Agency 
Contributions $          470,000 $  470, 000 $  238, 000 $        279, 000 $              251, 000
TOTAL REVENUES $         470, 000 $  865, 000 $  941, 850 $        939, 150 $              802, 900
ENDING BALANCE $          160,000 $   368,850 $   370,150 $         411,900 $               300,100  

Fiscal Year 2019-20 Proposed Draft Budget 
The Proposition 1 grant agreement with DWR was signed in December 2018, and (since the 
August 2018 meeting where Table 1 was presented), staff has worked to further refine budget 
numbers. Table 2, below, provides a first draft of the Agency for Board feedback and comment.  
Overall, expenses from FY2018-19 to 2019-20 would increase by 29 percent, from $486,150 to 
$631,850. The majority of the increase is attributable to the final grant agreement with DWR. 
The budget now provides more specificity on when the tasks will be accomplished in order to 
complete the Groundwater Sustainability Plan, on time and in compliance with SGMA. For this 
reason, funding increases are proposed in technical support, community engagement and 
facilitation. About 85% of the GSP work will be covered by Proposition 1 grant funding. 

Staff also proposes the following budget additions: 

• $5,000 for an annual audit (which was inadvertently omitted from the 2018-19 budget) 
• $3,000 for claims processing, which includes the ACTCC assistance in working with the  

auditor 
• $30,000 to initiate a proposed well registration program, as recommended by Raftelis 

Financial Consultants. 
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Table 2: Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
DRAFT 2019-20 Budget Detail (including in-kind contributions)

FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20
Adopted Draft

Account Description Budget Budget
Balance Forward (estimate) 162,485              261,985
DWR Grant Funds 115,650              308,100
County of Sonoma 117,233                43,000
City of Sonoma 97,767                21,500
Valley of the Moon Water District 97,767                21,500
North Bay Water District 20,000                10,000
Sonoma Resource Conservation District 20,000                10,000
Sonoma County Water Agency 117,233              125,000
  Total Revenues 748,135              801,085

Insurance - Liability 1,900                   2,500
Administration Services (SW)* 80,000                80,000
Accounting/Auditing Services 10,000                   5,000
Legal Services 45,000                45,000
Consulting Services

Monitoring 50,000                50,000
Technical Support (SW)* 190,000              290,000
Community Engagement (SW)* 30,000                60,000
Grant Applications/Administration (SW)* 14,000                10,000
Fee/Rate Study 25,000                       -
Facilitation 30,000                50,000
  Well Registration                30,000
  Training/conferences 2,750                  2, 000

Claims Processing (County fees for banking; audit assist) 0                   3,000
Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land (Meeting Room) 1,200                  1, 500
Memberships/certifications 800                      850
Other Supplies 500                      500
Office Supplies 1,000                      500
Mail and Postage Supplies 1,000                      500
Printing and Binding Supplies 3,000                      500
  Total Expenditures 486,150              631,850
Reserves (2 months operating -- less in-kind expenses) 0                78,358
GRAND TOTAL 486,150              710,208
Balance 261,985                90,877
*$143,333 of SW services in 18-19  and $125,000 in 19-20 will be covered through 
a n in-k ind  co ntrib utio n
Note: The 2018-19 budget did not include a specified amount of grant reimbursement. It is
estimated that $115,650 will be reimbursed in 2018-19.  
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Type of Vote Required 

No vote. Feedback only.  

Fiscal Information 

N/A. 

Staff Recommendation 

1. Provide feedback on the Draft Agency budget for Fiscal Year 2019-20 as presented. 

List of Attachments 

None. 

Contact 

Ann DuBay, Administrator, (707) 524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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